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PREFACE. 

The stud; of the relation of the various documents which form the 
material of the distertation has something fascinating, when the 
religious impulses are seen at work. The Syrians were no great 
literary people, but they were aglow for Christ. The throbbing of 
their passionate love for the Savior, which distinguishes them later on, 
may be felt here already in the various attempts which they made to 
translate his gospel into their own language. This recompenses us in a 
certain sense for the scanty information which we have of the beginning 
of Christianity in Syria. Three translations of the gospels, made at 
pretty nearly the same time, evidence the strength of the Christian 
life at the very beginning. It is important that this religious element 
be not overlooked. 

I count myself happy that my teacher. Professor Gottheil, has 
allowed me to take this subject for my dissertation, and that be has 
always directed my attention to matters of special interest for a theo- 
logical student. It is due to this that I could combine my theological 
with my oriental studies. I want to thank him most heartily for his 
teaching and the kind interest he has always taken in my work. 

I am impelled also to thank my teacher. Professor McGiffert. To 
him I owe my training in historical criticism ; he suggested the theme 
to me, and in his seminar the thesis was lirst read. His kind interest 
has never been wanting. 

This dissertation was finished in the spring of last year; therefore 
the newer publications could not be consulted. They would, however, 
have modified none of the results. 

JULIUS A. BEWER. 

Basle, Switzehland, 
January, 1900. 
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THE HISTORY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON IN 
THE SYRIAN CHURCH. 

INTRODUCTORY. 

Since the publication of Theodor Zahn's monumental work, Die 
GeichUhte des fteutestamenilichen Kanons, a flood of light has been 
thrown on the history of the New Testament canon in the Syrian 
church by the discovery of the Codex Syrus Sinaiticua, which modifies 
the course of the history a good deal. But though this famous codex 
has been carefully studied and compared with the other documents, 
though its place in the genealogy of the text has been the subject of 
controversy, nobody has as yet undertaken a reconstruction of the 
history of the New Testament canon in the Syrian church. It is this 
that I should like to attempt in this study. But before we can recon- 
struct the history, many points have to be considered, for there is lack 
of unanimity among scholars in regard to almost all the questions at 
issue. 

Right at the outset it is best to define clearly what belongs to the 
subject aod what not. I give, therefore, here a statement cf the ques- 
ticns which will be tieated. The cardinal point Is : only that which 
bears directly on the History of the canon will be considered. Everything 
else, however valuable in itself, will be omitted. Thus it is not neces- 
sary for our purpose, e. g., to compare the Synis Sinaiticus, the Cureto- 
nianus, and Peshitta with the Palestinian Syriac, nor to compare the 
later revision, the Philoxenlan and the Heraclian, with the Peshitta. 
The history of the text as such is different from the history of the 
canon. The problems to be considered are : 
i. As regards (be gospels : 

1. What is the relation of Syrus Sinaiticus (= Ss) to Syrus Curetonianus 
(=Sc)? 

2. What is the relation of Ss and Sc to the Peshitta (= P)7 

3. What is the relation of Ss, Sc, and P to the Greek ? 

4. What is the relation of Ss, Sc, and P to Tatian's Diatessaron (= T) 7 

5. Which gospel did Aphraates (= A) use, the gospel harmony or the 
separate gospels, or both ? 

6. Which did Epbraim (= E) use ? 
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2 JVSIV TESTAMENT CANON IN SYRIAN CHURCH 

\\. As le^rds the Acts and epistles : 

1. What does tbe Doctrina Addai say aboat them ? 

2. Does Apbraates use all of them ? 

3. Are all the epistles in the PeshitU ? 

4. What is the relation of the text of the epistles in Apbraates to tbat of 
P? 

5. What that of Ephraim ? 

6. Does Ephraim use all the books of the New Testament ? 
iii. As regards canonicity : 

I . What light does tbe Doctrina Addai shed on this question ? 

3. Did Apbraates have a canon ? 

3. If so, on what principle was it based ? 

When these questions are answered, we are ready to attempt the 
reconstructiOQ of the entire history. 

The sources are not many. The lack of historical references makes 
the history all the more complicated. The sources are; (i) the 
Codex Syrus Sinailicus (=Ss);' (a) the Codex Syrus Curelonianus 
(=Sc);" (3) the Peshitta (=P);' (4) the Diatessaron of Tatian 
{=T);" (s) the homilies of Apbraates (=A);^ (6) the works of 
Ephraim (=E);' (7) references to Titian and the Diatessaron in the 
church fathers ;* (8) the Doctrina Addai.' 

• Cf. E. Nestle, " Die tyrischen Blbeliibenetiungen," in Rtal-Eneydopadit fUr 
praliitantiicki Theeloeie UHd KircHt (= RE), 3. Aufl., Vol. Ill, 169}. 

*Cf. A. ClASCA, TaHani Evangelwnim karmeniat aratue .... edidit, Roma, 
188S. — G. HOBSINGBR, EvaMgelii co*e«rdatitu expotttia facta a tanetv Efhratma, 
Veneiia, 1896. — Thbo. Zahn, FertchungtH tur Gtsekieku dei maUestamtHltu/un 
/Camam t$nd dtr alMrckliehtn LUtratur. I. Theil : Taiian't Diattaaron, Erian^n, 
18S1 — k famous reconstnictioa of the loil gospel hannooy. See also Zahn's article, 
"Znr Geschichte von Tatian's DiatessaroD im AbeodUnd," Neut iirchl. Znttehr., 
1894, No. 2.— J. Hahlvh Hiu, Tkt Earlust Life of Chriiltvtr C^mHUd fnm tkt 
Faur Gotpils, beine fkt DiatettaroH of ya/inx, Edinburgh, I S94.— J. RlNDBl. HabKIS, 
Ike Dialestaron of TaHan. A Preliminary Study, London, 1890, and "The 
Diatessaron," Contemporary Review, August, 1S95, in answer to R. W. Casskls, " The 
DiateuaroD of Tatian," Nineteenth Century, April, 1S95.— S. Hsmphill, Thi Dia- 
teuaron of Tatian, London and Dublin, 188S.— Alto tbe articles of J. M. FVLLER in 
the Dietionary of Christian Bioerafky and of AsOLF Hakhack in the Eneyelepadia 
Britannica. 

3 Cf. NssTLE in RE, i. v. 

' See J. Rbkdei. Hakkis and Hill as quoted in footnote a. 

3 See CUKBTON, Aneient ^riae Documents, 1S64. — Gbo. Phillips in hit 
standard edition, 1876. — Lifsius, "Zut edessenischen Abgar-Sage," /akri. f. prtitit. 
TJUohgie, iSSo, pp. 187 f., and on " Thaddzus," in the Dietiomary of Ckriitian Bitf- 
rapky. 
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PRELIMINARY INVESTIGA TIONS 3 

PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS. 
I. THE GOSPELS. 

As we should expect in any newly founded Christian church, the 
gospels were the first to be translated into Syriac. Having heard of 
Jesus Christ in the sermons preached by the missionaries, the Syrian 
Christians had surrendered themselves to him. An ardent longing to 
(earn more of him than the sermons of these evangelists could give 
them must soon have taken hold of them. A translation of his works 
and words, as they had already been written down, must soon have 
been made. Whether Tatian was one of the early missionaries, or 
even the founder of Christianity, in Syria, we do not know. It is 
extremely doubtful. If he had been, it would be very strange that not 
even the slightest tradition concerning it has come down to us. We 
know that he has combined and interwoven the gospels in Syriac in 
his Diatessaron ; we know that this gospel harmony was widely used in 
Syria ; but we do not know that he was the first to give the Syrians 
Christianity and the translation of the Christian documents. Granted 
that a translation of the gospels was made early after the establishment 
of Christianity, we are at once confronted by the question : Which was 
the earlier work, the translation of the four separate gospels or the 
Diatessaron ? We have, namely, on the one hand, a gospel harmony, 
and, on the other, the four gospels given us in the Syrus Sinaiticus, 
Curetonianus, and the Peshitta. That the contrast between the two 
was felt in Syria is seen from the title of the separate gospels, ,n »\ ^\r\ 
t^r*^}, i. e., "the gospel of the separated." But this title cannot be 
used as an argument for the later origin of Ss and Sc than T, because 
we do not know whether the original translator has used it, or whether 
it was not added by the later scribe who wrote when the distinction 
between the separate gospels and the Diatessaron was marked, viz., in 
(he fourth century. There is no external evidence which can be 
brought to bear on this question of priority. It is true, we know from 
the Doctrina Addai, Aphraates, and Ephraim that the Diatessaron was 
widely used, but that does not mean that it was on that account the 
earliest text. The decision rests then, unfortunately enough, exclusively 
on internal evidence. We must examine the texts themselves, and 
there it is necessary to see the relation (i) of Ss to Sc, (i) of Ss and 
Sc to P, (3) of all three to the Greek, and (4) to T. 
/. TAe RelaHoH of Ss to &. 

The order of the gospels is different in the two codices. Ss has the 
order (=P): Matt, Mark, Luke, John; Sc has; Matt., Mark, John, 
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4 JV£IV TESTAMENT CANON IN SYRIAN CHURCH 

Luke. I cannot help feeling that Sc's order seems to be older than 
that of Ss. The order varied in the Syrian church at lirst, which is seen 
also from D (Codex Bez«), which is so closely related to the Syriac Nev^ 
TesUment. D has : Matt., John, Luke, Mark.* The Old Syriac may, 
therefore, have had the order of Sc. But, on the whole, the order has 
very little voice in the decision. It will be seen in the course of this 
investigation that Ss has a different Greek original from Sc. It is 
unreasonable to suppose that the translators changed the order of the 
gospels. They translated in the order which they found in the Greek 
MS. used by them. All that can be inferred is that the Greek 
original of Ss had the order ; Matt., Mark, Luke, John, while the Greek 
original of Sc had : Matt., Mark, John, Luke. It would be hazardous 
to affirm that a Greek MS. with the order Matt., Mark, John, Luke is 
older than one with the order Matt., Mark, Luke, John, if no other 
evidence were forthcoming. 

Now, an examination of the two codices shows at once that they are 
related to each other. They are not altogether independent of each 
other, as was at once seen by Professor Bensly and F. C. Burkitt, when 
Mrs. Lewis showed them some photographed specimens of the Sinaitic 
codex.' This has not been questioned since. Nestle, Wellhausen, Holz- 
hey, etc., all agree in saying that the two codices stand in a certain 
relation to each other. What that relation is we shall see later on. It 
is usually thought, e. g., by Wellhausen and Holzhey, that Sc is simply 
a recension of Ss ; the revisor adding those parts which were omitted 
by Ss and correcting translations which did not correspond exactly to 
the Greek, his purpose being to bring this translation into a more inti- 
mate harmony with the Greek. Whether this position is tenable or 
not will appear as we go on. At all events, so much is certain, that 
the two codices stand in a close relation to each other. 

Again, it is generally accepted that both Ss and Sc are translations 
from the Greek. Cureton showed this long ago for the gospels which 
are named after him, in the preface to his edition (1858). If there could 
have been any doubt whether this was so, it was removed by the recon- 
struction of the Greek text which underlay the Syriac translation by 
J. R. Crowfoot, 1871, and Friednch Baethgen, 1S85. 

For the Sinaiticus no such reconstruction of the original Greek has 
been made as yet, though Adalbert Merx tells us that he began to 

* C/. Carl Holzhby, Dtr neuentdtclUt Cvdix Sy"" Sinailicvs unltrmcAt (Miin- 
chen, 1S96), p. 45- 

f T^ Fmr GatptU in Syriac, p. v. 
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PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS 5 

translate Matthew into Greek, abandoning, however, this plan to bring 
out his German translation. The question whether Ss is a translation 
from the Greek is more important than might appear at first glance. 
If it can be proved that it is from a Greek original, then its relation to 
the Western Text is clearer ; it cannot be that it is a translation from the 
old Latin, as I inclined to think for a time,* nor can any other theory 
hold good. 

Fortunately there are some indications which place it beyond doubt 
that the underlying text of Ss is Greek : 

1. The version retains Greek words and writes them simply in 
Syriac form: John ii:i8, crnESuiv; 11:44, etc., trmMfum; 11:54, 
•wtippaiadf; 12:3, kCrpa, wip&K, vuttucos ; 6:13, Ko^vot ; 13:6, etc., 
ykuva-Snoftot' ; 14 ; 16, etc., mpanXifrtK ; 18:3, etc., trrttpa, Aoftv^t ; 
18:18, etc., i^yc^uir. Matt. 8 : 5, etc., x^Aia^XOf ; 8 : q, irTpariAnp ; 13:41, 
tc^pvy/4a. Mark 15 : 44, etc., xoTvpun'. Luke 13 : 34, etc, irpocruptw ; 

a. There are incorrect translations in Ss which can be explained only 
on the assumption that a Greek MS. was used": Matt. 10 : 40, SXXok 
instead of the correct dXA' ofc ; 13 : 48, tit iyaffd for rfs ^yyij (or dyyiSu). 
Luke 4 : 30, Kptfxaaai for Kpftuwiinu ; 19:4, avKot /iMpiat for trvKOfutpia. ; 
31 .-46, tr <rroaK for iv crroXaw. John 7 : 35, <nripHA{ffmpd) for StatrmpA. 

3. There is at least one interpretatory phrase which shows as clearly 
as possible that Ss used a Greek original : John t : 43, " Cephas, which 
is being interpreted in/f Greek, Peter." 

These arguments are conclusive. It would not be difficult, how- 
ever, to point out Greek constructions in the Syriac, if it were neces- 
sary. It is already plain that both codices are based on a Greek 
original. 

But now, though Ss and Sc are closely related to each other, and 
though they are translations from the Greek, yet Sc is not merely a 
recension of Ss, or vice versa, nor is the Greek text underlying Ss the 
same as that which Sc used. 

To keep the two points distinct, we will prove each one separately. 

*Cf.Vat interestiiig colophon in the MS. of the fifth centuiy described by Gwil- 
liam in Stadia Biilita, I : " Finished it the holj gospel, the preaching of Mark the 
CTOBgelist, whicA kt spoil in Roman, in the cily of Rome." 

* For other examples see Holzhbv, pp. 10, 11. 

■■ Cf. Wbllhausen, "Der syiiiche Evangel ienpalimpwst vom Sinai," Nachr. v. 
J. KgL Gil. d. WU. I. GStt^ Phil.-hist. CI., 1895, Heft 1 ; and especially C. Holzhiy. 
pp. 10, II. 
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First, then, Sc is not a mere recension of Ss. The texts have, in 
spite oE their close alliance, so many differences that it is altogether 
improbable that the one is simply a recension of the other, occasioned 
by the desire of Sc's author to bring the Syriac text more closely into 
harmony with the Greek, correcting and adding the omissions of Ss 
and omitting the occasional small additions which Ss has allowed itself 
to make. 

Though this theory is very attractive, and as set forth, for instance, 
by Holzhey, seemingly irresistible, because of its forceful logic and its 
historical probability, it is not warranted by the facts. If it were a 
mere recension, we should not find the many differences in passages 
where the Greek is evidently the same in both versions. There arc 
grammatical, lexical, and material differences in such numbers — as 
will be shown — that it is impossible to account for them by the 
above theory, 
i. Grammatical differences: i. Different tenses. — (a) Perfect for 
imperfect: Matt. t\: 2T, 12:25; i7'3o; 18:15; 22:34- 
Luke 8: 2, 35 ; 11 : 7, tS; 14: i, 29. John 6: 26. — {6) Perfect 
for participle: Matt. 13:3; 15: 5 ; 19 : 17, 21 ; 21 : 38; 23 : 33. 
Luke 7 : 44, 47; 8: 4. > 3. 491 9:41. 4S I 10: a6; 11 : 38; 
17 : 6, 13; 18: 15 ; 33 : 60; 23: 14,40,43; 34: tS. John 6: 36, 
63 ; 7 ■ 36, 39, 46, 47, 48. — {c) Perfect for infinitive : Matt. 
4:17; 5:>7; i6;i3. Luke 10:40. John 7 : 44. — (</) Imper- 
fect for participle: Matt. 5:46; 10:39; ^^'ZZ'i «o:>3'i8' 
23; 21 :a3. Luke 11:4, 10; 13:25; 17:21 ; 18:5, 7, 16, 17; 
31:26. John 7 : 36. — (f) Imperfect for infimtive: Matt.3:>3; 
3:^5; 5:43; 13:9. 17.43; '4:>9; 18:4; 31:46. Luke 
8:33; 9:2; II : 5; 17:31. John 7:44.— (/) Jussive for 
imperative : Matt. 5 : 43'. Luke 9 ; 5. — {g) Different formation 
of imperative : Ss forms the imperative of N^l and \^ mostly 
(not always, cf. Matt. 4:10; 6:31) with the first ) , Sc never. 
Ss=Nll,Ul; Sc = Xi,U. Matt. 3:19; 5:41; 11:38; 
23:4. Luke 9: 59; 10:3; 16:3. 
2. Different conjugations. — (a) Ettafal for Ethpeel and £th- 
paal:" Malt. 1133; 3:3; 11:7; 12: so; 13: 53; 33:12. 
Lnkeii:5o, 51; 18:14; 30:i8. Johns:7. — {i) Ethp. for 
Peal: Matt. 1:21, 23; 5:13, 23; 17130. Luke 10:34; 
11:42", 46; 12:33; 31:36; 34:4- John 3:8; 6:33; 
"O^NflLDEKB, J1S9. 
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14:21. — ((t) Ethp. for Peal participle passive: Matt. 4:14; 
18:17. Luke 10:30. John 3:27. 
ii. Lexical differencts : 1. Verbs. — I counted more than 110 differ- 
ences in verbs in the two codices, and I am sure that there are 
still more. These are evenly distributed over the gospels — 
about 86 in Matt., 32 in Luke, 22 in John. 

2. Nouns. — I catalogued about 123 differences in nouns, and there 
are rather more than less — 55 in Matt., 57 in Luke, 11 in John. 
There are also nouns of the same stem, but of different forma- 
tion, used — 4 in Matt, and 3 in Luke. 

3. Adjectives. — There are naturally not so many, but enough ; e.g. : 
Matt.3:ii; 13:48; 14:30,31; 15:32; 22:38; 33:6; 
Luke7:43; 11:46; 12:7; 14:20; 15:7; W^'S; I9:t8; 
30:30. John 3:36. 

4. Adverbial expressions. — Matt.3:i6; 13:5; 14:27,31. Luke 
12:36; 17:7; 15:8; 24:25. John5:9,etc. 

5. Prepositions. — John 3: 21, 34, 39, 31, 34; 4:2,9,18; 5:13; 
6:33; 7:1. Matt. I : 33; 3 :3, 12 ; 4:14; 8: 17 ; 11; 18; 
13:17; 15:11 17:34; 3o:30. Luke 3 : 7 ; i3:iti; 15:1. 
33 :45; etc., etc. 

6. Particles. — Malt. 1:24; 2:2; 4:4; 6:1, 2, 6, 7; 13:54. 
Lukei2:37; 17:18,37; 20:17; 22:70; 22:39; '3:3- 
John 1 : 28, 38, 39 ; 11:37; *t*^-' etc. 

iii. Different pkrases and constructions ■■ Matt. 1:16, 35; 4:6, 21,22, 
24,25; 5:2; 13:4; 14:4; 17:15; 18:3,8; 19:22; 32:25, 
28,30. Luke8:4, 31; 9:10; 18:15; ■9:34< 39; 30 : 16. 
John 4 : 24 ; 5 : 19 ; 6 : 9 ; etc., etc. Many other passages could 
be cited. 
In considering these grammatical, lexical, and material differences, 
one must not leave out of account that many chapters cannot be com- 
pared because they are wanting in the one or the other, or in both ; 
so the entire gospel of Luke and whole chapters of the other gospels. 
A pretty accurate idea of how greatly the two texts differ may be 
got by looking through Bonus' careful collation, which fills a consid- 
erable volume, and it will be noticed that they are not only numerous, 
but important differences." 

**OTthognLphic»l diSerencei have very little to do with the argament; one conid 
place atoDgtide of Hobltejr't orthographical liiU oth«ra whith would prove the con- 
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If the one is simply a recensioo of the other, one asks in vain why 
there should be so many variations, which dispose one at times to 
think that the two texts are not at all related to each other.'' They can- 
not be explained on the ground of a different dialect, so that the 
author had to adjust the translation to the language which the people 
of that section of Syria spoke in which he lived ; because the expres- 
sion which the author of Sc substituted for an expression in Ss will 
occur also in another passage in Ss. There is no system in the variations 
which would lead one to suspect simple dialectical differences. It is 
true, some differences might be explained in that way, e. g., ■ nal , 
Vaa, but even that would be difficult, because the one verb is not 
confined to either text — the substitution is not consistently carried 
out. However that may be in single cases, a theory of dialec- 
tical differences does not do justice to the differences as a whole, 
though it may explain a few. Nor is it plausible that the author of Sc 
should have exchanged just as he pleased verbs and nouns and phrases 
and constructions. That would be a rather too capricious and unscru- 
pulous procedure. 

Another point, though not of so great importance, is the fact that 
Sc introduces again Greek words into the text which Ss has already 
rendered by good Syriac terms; e.g.:'* Matt. 5 : 18, /tdSuK; 14:1, 
tirpofiyot; 14:36,070X1}; 18 : 7, draym} ; 18 : 10, vp^^nrov; Luke 23 : 25, 
aXpiout. If one looks at this fact without prejudice, it is at least 
strange that Sc, if it be a mere recension of Ss, should have given up 
good translations which it found alreadyin Ss, and should have trans- 
lated them by simple transcription of the respective Greek words. 
The explanation suggested," that this is due to Sc's endeavor to 
conform his text more closely to the Greek, even at cost of good 
Syriac, is, to say the least, artificial. 

Again, the many omissions, as they axe called, of Ss and his slight 
additions might be used as an argument for the proposition that Sc 
is not merely a recension of Ss. They might be explained in this 
way : Ss, not intending to give a literal and precise translation, 
endeavored only to make a good, popular one; in doing so he 
omitted phrases, clauses, and sometimes whole verses ; in one case an 
entire section. They were not important for him, gave no new light, 
and could therefore well be omitted. The result would be only a more 
forcible and popular translation. In the same way he thought it of 

" Cf. Nbstle, Tkeel, IM.-ZeUune, I- '- 

"HOLIHBY, p. II, 
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little importance to add a word or phrase now and theo, if only the 
text thereby became more readable and plainer. 

Now, when So came to revise this text of Ss, he faithfully added 
those parts which had been omitted by Ss, and struck out those addi- 
tions which Ss had permitted himself to make. The result of this 
revision would be a text which was more like the Greek, though per- 
haps not yet an altogether literal translation, since even Sc's desire 
was to present a good popular piece of work rather than a slavish 
imitation of the Greek. 

Were the additions of Sc, ftlling out those places which Ss omitted, 
and the omissions of the arbitrary additions of Ss the only things 
which are different in the two texts, then, of course, this explanation 
would be correct. But as the case lies, the other differences, grammatical, 
lexical, and material, are too many ; they alone are sufficient to show 
that Sc is not merely a recension of Ss. If this is taken into account, 
the argument from the additions and omissions gains its full weight, and 
confirms the thesis that Sc is not a mere recension of Ss. 

Many of the material differences find their explanation in the 
fact that Ss presupposes a different Greek original from Sc's Greek 
text. 

The proof for this lies not so much in the use of different phrases, 
as, e. g., in such passages as Matt. 5 : 3, where Ss = ^px^ro Xcycw aunitc ; 
Sc = Mu dvoifat ro trripia avroC J&'Sairiwy avrovt kefov ; but rather in the 
omissions and additions of Ss. 

First of all it should be noted, in regard to the omissions of Ss, that 
they are not the work of the arbitrary translator, who has been accused 
of omitting and adding as he saw fit, if it only made his translation 
better, more forceful and popular. Now, this is unwarranted by the 
facts. Ss is more faithful to his text than he has been supposed to be. 
There are many cases, and those are the most important, where we can 
put our finger on the same omissions add additions in other MSS. 
This makes it highly probable, if not certain, that the Greek MS. of 
Ss did not have the passages omitted in the translation, and had those 
which we call additions. 

Of course, he would omit passages which are merely explanatory 
phrases in Greek for words which needed no interpretation for a Syrian. 
But even in regard to these one may doubt whether they were in the 
original Greek or not ; e. g. .- 

Matt. 4 ; 18, rbv Xrj'dyuviH' IIwpov; 17 : 33, i ttrnr Kpavimi TAroj Xty4- 
^Mvot; 37 : 46, rtSrr' tariv ^i /tmi, 9ti itov, 'va ri/it tynarAarts. Mark 3 1 17, 
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S ttrriv Yidi fipovT^V ; 7:34, 5 iarm AuuxMJifApi ; 15:34, 3 tortv fitStpfiij- 
vtv6iLtvav 'O 0«k funi [a 9t6t funi^ tU n iyKotiXtirii pu. John i : 38, o \iymt 
fttStpnip'tvoiAevotr ^iSdatcaXi ; 1:41, timv iu:0tfiii.^vtu6fi£yoi>Xptirr6t; 4:35, 
i ktyifLOXK Xpurr^; 9:7, o ipii.'^tvrTai 'ArcaroA^icvoc ; ii:l6; 20:14; 
21 :3, i Xcyi^fmvc AtSu/ios; 10 : 16, o Arycnu AtSatrKoAf. 

In any case, omissions like these are natural ; we expect them. Two 
such interpretations of Hebrew and Aramsan terms, which were 
necessary in Greek, but surperfluous in Syriac, have remained in the 
the text; viz.: Matt, i : 23 " Immanuel, which is interpreted, God with 
us;" and John i :42, "Cephas, which is being interpreted into Greek, 
Peter." Whether these two passages have been left merely by accident, 
or whether they go to prove that Ss was so faithful to his original that 
he would add even such matters as were unimportant or superfluous in 
a Syriac translation, if they were in the original Greek text, is impos- 
sible to decide dogmatically. But it is certain that, even if he omitted 
those passages because he saw that they were superfluous, the omis- 
sions are entirely natural, and do by no means reflect on the faithful- 
ness of his translation. He is, indeed, a very faithful translator; he 
does not omit passages which seem to him unimportant, nor does he 
add when he likes. We shall see that the most important omissions 
as well as additions are paralleled in other MSS., especially in those 
of the western group. In the list which is given below I have taken 
only the most important omissions and additions, and noted down 
when the omission was paralleled by one or more MSS., when Westcott 
and Hort(=W-H) or Tischendorf ( = Tisch.) bracketed it or put it on 
the margin. I have simply noted this, because that implies that there 
is a good deal of doubt whether the verse or phrase belongs in the 
text or not. As the basis for the comparison I have used West- 
cott and Hort's text. Thus, when W-H omit passages which Ss omits 
also, no notice has been taken of them. This reduces the number of 
the otherwise very numerous omissions. 

Ss omits Matt, i :2s (partly), K also; 4 : 34 partly;" 5:30, D also; 5: 47, 
K also; 6:;; q:34, Da K also, W-H bracket; 10:13, 3 ^"^> ^ also; 
10: 19, "»« )j, a K, etc., also; 12 :47, W-H margin, Tisch. bracket; 16:3,3, 

■s €/. Blass, £vil. Luc, praefatio. p. Ixivi : Apqd Matt. 4 : 24 absunl ab Stto Lew. 
verba nl itw^\8tr 4 <t*"4 oArsG tit SKii* r^' IvpJa*, torn ibidem lol itiiianitiiirotit 
col rcXijnaJbfi^nut (cot e'iX. ct, K om.) nal MOfakvTiK^ ; paulloque post (25) pro m1 
iii(oXaMfffai< airf tx>M nXXoI rr^ habet idem " et facta magna multitudine " : id 
quibus omaibiu nisi Tatiani licentiam sive alios Syri iaterpietis mecum agnoscere 
velis, non iavenies explicationem differentiae. Nullane irgo huu listi fidu habenda f 
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W-H bracket: 3i :44, W-Hbracket.Tisch.om. ; 23 :4, to a/iurrai' ^xn tftoi- 
fuura, ot Tavpoi ^i«u icat ra (rvruTFO. Tcfvfura.; Sc om. only : koi ra triTurra 
T*&vfura. — Mark 7 : 8, o^cvns yap rqv cyroXrjv tov 9*ov, itpaTUTt npi irapa- 
&xnv Totv ayOpanrov ', 9:3, ota yva^ew ori n^ -pjt ou Surarcu ovTut XevKovot, 
X a n om. also ; g : 4g, siura ynp tfixria oAt oXur^ijccriu, W-H put it on the 
margin, Tisch. om. ; 10: 1, vpo<r*\$oym ^apunuoi, D a b K om., biack- 
eted byW-H; io;4i, o 8c Iijottvt — SaKovmt — lau 01 fuyaXoi avnov Kartiov 
viaiovaiv avrmv ; tl:S, oXAot S< <rT(j3a&iE KanpavrK tK r<i)v aypiov; 12:4, 
entire verse; 13:9, BXnrtrt & vjmc* tourovs — om. also by J^* — mu «< <nnv 
yatyai SapijaarOc ; 14:65, Kat wtputaXuTrTtai to rpoaamm' avrmi, D a { om.; 
1 4 : 42, KOI i^&ij oifnai yamftior^ ciru iji' irapmrKtVTj, o tirri rp« . . . ; 16 : 8, 
avo Tov fxnjpxtov. tij(t St avros rpOfUK mai iKtrraaK ; 16 : 9-10, om. {f , B. — 
Luke 6 ; 40, Kanj^jTurficvof 8t mis untu hk o Sc&uricaXoc avrav, TA* 48" om.; 
7:7. Sto ovSc c/iavrov i^iwra rpoi ox tX&ttv, D 63, 240, 244, a b c e ff'*om. ; 
8 : 43, ^« ns uLTpotK -wpoatwaXiinTaaxi. oKoy rof ffuiv ; D : >^ au&t (it uryun' 
$tpa-7remrtu — om. the rest; Ss : ovk urxoacv air' otiScvos $tpa,vtv0TiKu ; 
9:34, (■>« ecu HAciuf eiroHjfrav, W-H margin, Tisch. om. ; 9:55, 56, xot 
(OTtv, ouK otSarc irooro vvcv/iaros tart to iruKrot, W-H on margin, Tisch. 
om. ; 10 ; 4 1 , 42, fMpt^vyc mu Bopv^aZg irtfii mAka, oXtyuiv Sc cimv 
XfX"' ^ M'Of , W-H '' ', a b e ff ' om., D also except $<xnffa(,jj ; 1 1 : 1 1 , aprov, 
fi^ Xi6ov tin BaxTii avTw, W-H margin; 11:36, oXo* — fii) C)fm> rt i^tpot — 
cffTiu ^rtLrov oXov, D a b e fi", Sc om. also ;'* 11: S3i •"" amxTTofioTi^ttv 
avrov s^KirXiiovai)', W-H margin ; 11: J4, tvtSptvmrrti avrov Si/ptvaat n tK 
(TTO^To; auTov, W-H '^ ^; D : aipopp,iiv nva Xafitiv avrov, om. evt&pcvovrci ; 
Sc. also; 12:9, om. e; 12:39, 'yfiyPV^"' "''' W-H ' 1 margin simply: 
ovK av, so Tiscb. in text; 14:27. om. M*RF al. mu. ; 16:7, koi Xcyti avrif 
Utiiu aou TO ypofiiui; 16: i3, aro ai^poi, D om.; 19: 2;, D 6g, etc., Sc om. ; 
19 : 33, curov n Kupiat avTOU irpot avrtnit n Xvtrc roi' iriaXov, Sc also ; 20 : 36, 
KOI VIM utrw TOV $tov, W-H ■" "•, some MSS. om. *at moi ttaiv; 21 : 10, 
TOTt tXtycv avToa, D e I a ft' Sc om.; 22:43,44, bracketed twice by W-H; 
23:10-12; 33:340, W-H bracket twice; 23:51, ouros ouk tjv trvyttara.- 
TtStifLtvot Tt; jSmrXg koi rtj vpaiti avnov; 24 : 42, koi ami fitXiatriov leqpiov, 
W-H margin. Tisch. om. ; 24:52, ut tov mipayov — r/joa-KuvTcravTct avrov, 
W-H bracket, Tisch. om. — John 1 ;38, ^KKra/Mvos avrows aKoXovAwvras ; 4 ;g, 
oum^ yvKUKoc So/iapcirtSot ; 12 : 3, D om. ; 13 : 32, m o $to<i cSof 017^7 cvovn^, 
omission well attested; 13:34. "« *«" u^« ayOTTuT* aAXi7Xovf, XT al'°, 

'*q : Si ei^o corpus tuum lucerntun Don habeas lacidam obscunim est, qaanto 
magis cam lucerna luceal, inlumiDat te. 

f : Si enim corpus quod in le est lucemom dod habuerit iucentem tibi tcnebrosa 
est, quanto magis aulem lucema tqa fulgens lucebit tibi. 
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ce fE* om.; 14 :io, rapijfuiTa to aurof rotci ts cpya ; 14:11; 14 : 14, X A i. 23 
3P'6P'al*bfuSyr'" Arm^'et'^om.; 16:3; 17:11, tflAuam to ir/M«, 
jjj] 4ITI. HM om,; 20:7; 21:15, a b c e ff' om. irAcof rovron', a c om. 
w MJat (TTt ^tXu (Tc; 11 : 16, a om. mj ot&if im ^(Xu trc; 31 :25, ocra— ouSt 
avr«r M/tat — Ta ypa^aiitva ptfiXia, Tisch. om. entire verse, a b e ff' et 
alia, autem [b quidem a om.] multa fecit Jesus = Ss, L n ti anra tar ypa^tfTOi 

The result of this compariaoD caoDot be doubtful. It places tbe 
translator of Ss in the right light ; be is veiy faithful to his original. 
Though there are some omissions which cannot be duplicated in other 
MSS., yet most of them can. This leads us to think that these other 
omissions also were not his own ; he found them already in his Greek 
text. 

The same will be seen in his additions, which are said to be due to 
Ss' idiosyncrasies. They also can be duplicated — most of them at least. 
It will be remembered that tbe additions are small, and not of so great 
importance as the omissions. The limited number given in the foot- 
note below" will therefore suffice to show that they also are not made 
by him in order to make his text clearer, but they are there because 
they were in his original Greek. 

Having shown that Ss is faithful to his original, and that he repro- 
duces his Greek text accurately, we are ready to see that the original 
of Ss must have been different from that of Sc. Sc uses a much fuller 
Greek text than Ss. Here are some verses which are not in Ss, but are 
in Sc : Matt. 1 : 8^,- 4 : 34^; 5 : 25, 30, 47 ; 6:5; 8:5 (partly) ; 33 r 14 ; 
Mark 16:9-20; Luke 8:43; 9:55, 56; 12:38*,- 22:43, 44; 23: la- 
14. 34; John 5:12; 14:10, 11. There are few additions which Ss 
has and which are not in Sc : Luke 11 136; 14: 13 ; "9:32 ; a3:3o; 

"Matt. 10:13, "uid if they persecute you ID the other city, flee ye to anotheT." 
W-H place it in the margiii, which shows that there are at least some texts which 
haie it. 27 : 16, " Jetus " a added to Barabbai. This we find also in the Falettinian 
Syriac, which shows that it wax not an addition of Ss, but that there were Greek texts 
which had this addition. — John 3:8, Ss adds rmifia Ik » 9nt; cf. Tiichendorf's note, 
which shows that S> does not stand alone in doing this. — Luke 13:37. Ss(-^Sc)adds 
■jimtpt .... KU nrfAiiaf (ri ti)v n^oXqr avrov trt^mr txtjitao*. — D c X'V . - . ■ 
TOKTifcrrn (d imponentes c imposueninl autem) ovry koi wtatArar rrt^for. — John 
10:16, Ssadds: mw wpoffrfpo/«i' (Hhurftu avrau. S" 13. 346. g. gaL mmSyrfet^ 

C7T*''^also. 11:3. Ss has with Dd, etc eEfudit super caput ihesurecumbenti*. 

— Luke 23:48,89, "Sayiug ' woe unto as, what hath befallen usi Woe unto us for our 
Sim.' " Sc has this alto. So hat the gospel of Peter. Very similar is g i : " Vae 
nobit, qua« facta sunt hodie propter peccata nostra, appropinquavit enim desolatio 
HieroMilem."— Malt. 37:38, St adds, ro^irpmrr; so also D 157 abcfS',etc. 
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John 6:131 none of them are, moreover, entire verses, but only 
puts of verses. 

Another argument for the difference of texts lies in transUtioos 
in which Ss is paralleled by other texts, and Sc also, but different from 
those representing Ss : 

E. g.. Matt. 3:16, where Ss = \k^^y \ /nV*. '' = iv a^ wtpwrtpSx ; Sc = 
\39^ fji = ii<rd rfpurrtp^ = W-H, Tisch. The text of Ss is represented 
hy Ev. EbioD. : Kot id; AytiX&fv mro rov vSariK, Tjiioiy^mv m wpavtn ku «& 
TO Tvevfta rov &tini toy aytoi- tv aSti TrtpurrynK iiaOtXOovcnjt mu uatkScrotrift 
CK iam»\ cf. Ephiaim, Diatessaron, too. 5; I, Ss: ^PX^" ^^'■f n^nfE ; 
Sc : If"' i.voiiiK ri trr^ia oimiv ISiSaantv aurovt Xcywv, the regular text. 
37 : 16, 17, Ss: 'IijiroiH' Bapay3y3av — witnesses see in Tisch endo rf ; Sc ; 
Bapa/9j9Sv, regular text,— Luke 2 : 48, Ss ; 4 itar^p <rov tmyu, on the difference 
in the tradition c/. Tisch.; Sc : V<tt. 11 :36, Ss has the verse, Sc omits it 
with D a b c ff ' i. 1 1 : 13, Ss : Sifiara d^otU, for witnesses for this reading 
£/. Tisch. : Sc : mtvita Syun-, the accepted reading. 1 1 : 38, Ss : tOaviMow, so 
Tisch„W-H; Sc: ^pfdroSuucptvo/Mvot Jf b(vr(|! Xcyciv; there are a number of 
witnesses for this reading.— Matt. 21:31. Ss: i vtrrtpos, D and others; 
Sc: i»pwr(K,Tischendorf'stexl. 3:4, Ss: tEypot )ta4, so also the Palest. Syriac 
and the Oiat. ; Sc: iyputt }-fS, all others. — Luke 19:32, Ss has oiixtaroX.- 
fuvoi Ko^iti Any avrow, with W-H. Textus Receptus, Tischendorf ; Sc omits 
it; so e (DG).— Matt. 5:45, the difFerent position of the verses: Ss has 
the regular order, Sc vss. 5, 4, paralleled by other texts. 

Such examples show very clearly that the two Greek texts underlying 
Ssand Sc respectively were different from each other. Sc's text is much 
fuller than Ss'. Both texts are very old, dating certainly from the 
second century ; but Ss' is older than that of Sc ; compare for this the 
first chapter of Matthew relating the birth of Jesus, and the omissions 
as well as the sometimes curious additions. Add to this priority of 
Ss' Greek original the affinity which exists between the Sinaiticus and 
the Palestinian Syriac, and the fact that Sc's divisions in the text are 
finer than those of Ss," and it follows that Ss is older than Sc. 

We have now reached the conclusion that, though Ss is closely 
related to Sc, though both are translations from the Greek, Sc is no 
mere recension of Ss ; that the Greek text underlying them is not the 
same, Ss' being older ; that Ss is older than Sc. Now we must answer 
the question : What is, then, the relation of Ss to Sc, if one is not a 
recension of the other ? 

■* Cf. Mbrx in hii German transiation. 
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Two answers are possible, which do oot exclude each other : either 
the translators of Ss and Sc belonged to the same school, or they used 
the same Syriac text (Syr. vetus) as the basis of their own translation. 

When two men who have had the same education are called upon 
to translate a given piece from one language into another, the ground 
stock of the work will be the same, but in details the two translations 
will differ. Each will naturally use the terms which lie most 
readily at his hand. Sometimes they will have exactly the same 
translation ; sometimes the words which we mostly find in the 
one will be in the other, and vice versa. Lexical differences are 
inevitable. Grammatical differences are also to be expected ; it would 
be strange if they were not found. Differences in the constructions 
are bound to arise, because no two men use -the same constructions, 
though they may have always been in the same school. All this is 
what we find in these two texts, Ss and Sc. The ground stock of the 
two, leaving out of account the so-called omissions and additions, is 
essentially the same, but the vocabulary and the grammar of the two 
are different. They belong to the same school ; their task was the same, 
viz., to translate a given text from Greek into Syriac j their ability was 
about the same ; but their works are in a way independent of each 
other. The relation which exists between the two proves that they 
belonged to the same school, not that one is dependent on the other. 

This is the most satisfactory way of explaining the relationship of 
the two, which agree in so many parts and differ so decidedly in so 
many others. 

The other answer, that both Ss and Sc used the same Syriac text as a 
basis of their work, might also explain the matter, though one would still 
be at a loss how to explain the many differences. The groundwork 
of Ss and Sc would be that of the Old Syriac, which has not yet been 
discovered. Both Ss and Sc would have changed that text as to voca- 
bulary and grammar pretty much as they pleased. They would still be 
independent of each other in the way that neither of them made use of 
the other, both simply taking the same text as a foundation. The whole 
process, however, does not commend itself as so simple in its solution 
of the difficulties."* 

This brings up the question about the Old Syriac, (hat text which 
.s supposed to lie back of all the texts we have. To speak dogmatically 

>*TheeiaiiiplM given , by Wellh&iucn and Nestle, whicb point in the direction 
that some expressions in Sc are older than the coirespondiag eipressiou* in Si, giie 
xome foondalion to thj* Ibeory. 
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OD this subject is hazardous ; the data are too few. The opinion to 
which I have come is as follows : It cannot be proved as yet, and must 
be taken for what it is worth. The very first gospel translator in Syria 
did not translate all four gospels, but one. Which one of the four we 
cannot tell ; perhaps Mark, perhaps John. This would meet at first all 
the requirements. But soon somebody else, or perhaps the same man 
who translated the first gospel, would take another gospel and trans- 
late that also. The two would come together. The same process 
would be repeated till all four gospels were translated. The different 
order in Ss and Sc — Ss ^ Matthew, Mark, Luke, John ; Sc = Matthew, 
Mark, John, Luke — points in this direction. At first the gospels existed 
side by side ; then they would be bound together ; the order would vary 
in the different copies. Gradually, through outside influence, the posi- 
tion of Matthew and Mark would become fixed {or does the position 
perhaps indicate that they were first translated ?). As to Luke and John 
there was still some fluctuation, till the now accepted order: Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, John, became established. 

This suggestion will appear still more plausible when we come to 
look at it in the light of the history of the foundation of the Syrian 
chorcfa. 

3. The Relation of Si and Sc to P. 

It has long been recognized that the Peshitta was not the original 
Old Syriac text. Already in the last century men pointed out that 
this text must be the result of a development, the last of a series of 
which the other parts were at that time still wanting. But since the 
discovery of Sc in 1843 (1858) and of Ss in 1891 the proofs of this 
asEtertion have become manifest. 

1 do not tbink, however, that it can be asserted justly that F is a 
recension of Ss and Sc. There is no doubt that all of them are related 
to each other, but that does not mean that P is a recension of the 
others. A comparison of the three texts shows that in many passages 
P^Ss^Sc; that they have a good deal in common. But there 
are also many passages where P agrees with the one and differs 
from the other ; in others it differs from both, whether they be alike or 
different from each other." That means that P is, indeed, related 
to Ss and Sc, but is at the same time relatively independent of 
them; the process which was described in connection with Ss and Sc 
is evidently repeated here. As there, so here, the translator worked 
independently, but was influenced now by Ss, now by Sc. The fact 

■■ Cf. Alb. Bonus, Celiatio, etc. 
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that P combines the readings of Ss and Sc helps us to determine P's 
age, not absolutely, but relatively. Can it be said that P is the oldest 
text, on which Ss and Sc base their translations ? That would explain 
why P agrees now with Ss, now with Sc. But it would not explain the 
great diSerences of the three texts. These differences can be accounted 
for only on the assumption of different Greek originals. And as regards 
these Greek originals, it is at once clear that P does not present nearly 
as old a text as either Ss or Sc, a fact which is so apparent to the 
reader of the three that it needs no further proof. Texts like Ss and 
Sc presuppose a very old Greek original, which cannot be claimed 
for P. We have, then, a text combining the readings of two other 
texts, but using a later original than the two others. The conclusion 
is inevitable : P is later than Ss and Sc, by which it is influenced. 
The motive which lay at the basis of these three different texts is 
to be sought in the desire of the Syrians to confoim their text to that 
which was accepted by the Grsco-Roman church." That desire neces- 
sitated the translation of P especially, but P is only one of the texts 
which originated under these circumstances. We shall find others sug- 
gested by Apbraates and Ephraim. 

At this point it is well to sum up the results which we have reached 
thus far : 

I. There is a certain kind of relationship between Ss and Sc ; they are not 

absolutely independent of each other. 
3. Both Ss and Sc are tran^titms from the Greek. 

3. Sc is not a mere recension of Ss, nor vice versa. 

4. Ss presupposes a Greek orig;inal different from that of Sc. 
;. Ss' original Greek was shorter and older than Sc's. 

6. Ss is older than Sc. 

7. The close resemblance of Ss and Sc in many parts and the difference in 
others is explained by the fact that the translators either belonged to 
the same schiwl or used the same Syriac text (the Old Sjniac) as the 
basis of their own translations. The first is the more probable explana- 

8. The relation of P to Ss and Sc is similar to that of Ss to Sc. P is no 

recension of either, but is influenced by both, which is seen in the fact 
that It combines the readings of both. 

9. The original Greek of P is younger than that of either Ss or Sc. 
10. P is younger than Ss and Sc. the genealogy being : Ss, Sc, P. 

■* See alio Zakn and Holzhev. 
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3. T%e RelatioH of Si, Sc, and P to the Diatessaron." 
It is a great misfortune that we do not possess the original of 
Tatian's Diatessaron. As was already noticed, the determination of 
the priority of the gospel harmony or of the separate gospels has to 
rest wholly on internal evidence. And this is very precarious and 
very difficult, because the text of Tatian's work has by no means been 
fixed yet. Though there are for the reconstruction of it the com- 
mentary of Ephraim on the Diatessaron, the citations of Aphraates, 
the Arabic Diatessaron, the Latin harmony of Victor of Capua, and 
the references in the Syrian church fathers, yet these witnesses are 
not all too reliable, and their testimony may be challenged." 

In addition to this uncertainty about the text comes the fact that 
we do not know how faithfully Tatian bandied his sources. His pur- 
pose was practical — he wanted to make a gospel harmony ; but we know 
from several sources that he omitted certain portions which did not 
please him, and others he altered as he wanted. 

We must keep these facts in mind in making our examination. 
And it may be said that, in view of all this, an absolutely certain 
result is not to be expected. It must necessarily be largely a balancing 
of arguments, which to some minds will preponderate in this, to others 
in that direction. 

" C/. F. C. BuRKiTT, Id 7ht Guardian. October 31, 1S94. 

*) Ephraim's fiagmenti are of the greatest value, but one hai to reroember that 
they are not accessible id the original, and also that he uses the PeshJtto, too, which 
is, iDdeed, his ordinaiy Bible. He must often have mixed the two together, and 
In some passages have given the Pesbitta readioK, which was not at all in the Diates- 

Aphiaates is the only one who preserves the citations in Syriac, excepting the 
later church fathers, who qnote from Ephraim, and yet even he must be looked upon 
with suspicion, because he also, as we shall see, knew and used another version of 
the gospels, different from the Diatessaron, side by side with the harmony. 

The Arabic Diatessaron must have undergone considerable changes, not only 
owing to the translations from one language into the other. Peculiar readings will 
have been erased by orthodox men, so as to make the work more conformed to the 
orthodox New Test&menL It is, perhaps, mainly useful for the arrangement of the 
original work, for, as is evident from Aphraates, many portions which were hannon. 
ized by the original work are given here only in the translation of one of the parallel 
passages ; the finely interwoven network of Tatian has disappeared from them. 

The Latin hannony of Victoi of Capua is based on the Vulgate, and so cannot 
be of very much use, though, of course, for the arrangement, and perhaps also now 
and then for a text which the scribe might not always have found in the Vulgate, and 
therefore translated directly from the Syriac, it might be ol some use. 
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One thiDg, however, is clear and absolutely certain, Damely, that 
the two sets of texts, the separate and the interwoven gospels, are 
related to each other, are dependent one on the other, the only ques- 
tion being which is the earlier." 

Such agreements as these are the best evidence for the fact that 
the gospel harmony of Tatian and the separate gospels stand in an inti- 
mate relationship. The problem before us now is : What is their relative 
age, which is prior, T or the separate gospels ? 

We are at once confronted with the question : How could the 
Diatessaron have had such a prominence in the early Syrian church ; 
how could it have been used so widely, if it was not the first gospel 
which the Syrians had ? This argument in favor of Tatian's gospel 
harmony is of very little weight. It seems, of course, at first sight, to 
sUnd absolutely in the way of the priority of the separate gospels. 
For bow could it be, it is asked, that the Syrians should have possessed 
and used first the separate gospels and then, when the Diatessaron 
came, laid those original gospels aside and used only the Diatessaron ? 
First of all, it is a pure assumption, which cannot be verified, that 
they suspended the use of the separate gospels entirely. Secondly, it 
must not be overlooked that a harmony has many practical advantages 
over the separate gospels, especially for liturgical purposes. Thirdly, 
it must not be forgotten that the harmony was made just about the 
time when Christianity became the national religion of Syria. The 

"Evidences of this relationship are seen in sach puMget m Matt 3 : 4, where 
Ss and T read, instead of /wXi aripiot, ^Xi ayfov jiftj; , while Sc, P, and most of the 
Greek texts read fuXi orfpiaT. A reading like this points lo some kind of an affinit]' 
between the two texts.— 3:10 { — Luke 3 : q), 'Hflir Si 4 'dffni vfiii t4' ^i** rA» 
iMfitr ir«yu is translated by T and all the separate gospels, Ss, Sc, P, as if there stood 
ait, amrary to aH etier tuiMeiut /a Uc lex/. — 3:16, Ss and T read ir Mn rtpurtpit, 
which only few minor witnesses have, while the great bulk of the Greek MSS., 
together with Sc and P, read Imi {in) Ttfvrrtp^p.— 13:^8, Ss, Sc, T translate the 
words rvwiXtfar r4 xaXi rit SYrt (or iyytta) as if they had read furf>^r t4 nXi (fa 
d-yaM.— Mark 6:S, Ss translates in tm laitir tfyun ttt itir li nii ^pSaw /litor, the 
fiAfittr with ihavtd, evidently to bting this statement into harmony with Matt 10 : 10 
and Lake 9 : 3, where the fiiptor is not allowed. P. has liavtd in all three passage*. 
Sc has it in Luke 9:3, Matt, to: 10 being missing. Now, Tatian's Diatessaron bu : 

" Possess a Unff . . . . [but] nu i/Ut," which ii precisely what we find in Ss. Ss 

has, namely, in Matt. lO: to, Luke g :3, a different word from that used in Hark 61S, 
wii.,iitilri ("bludgeon"). — John 4:35, Ss and T translate the regular text atSa fri 
Htrrlai f/ixfrw, Sra* (X^ ixttioi, imTreXtt it/uf drarra with tl* If «rrlaf (px«ru, 
tfrar fWp ixtitot tiiru {4fu> omitted by Ss) tearra, a reading which ii unparalleled 
by any other text. See Zakn, TAttl. IMeratur-BUll, 1895, No, 35 ; Bdrkitt, /. c, 
for these eiaiDples. 
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question may be asked, with just as much weight, whether it would be 
possible, or probable, that the Syrian Christians should have done so 
long without the gospels that they received the first translation not 
before about 173 A. D. Again, would it be likely that the translator 
oE the four separate gospels should have used the Diatessaron as the 
basis of his transtation, should have untwisted the finely coupled, 
sometimes masterly mixed, substance, and then should have gone on 
with his translation ? Does it not seem much more natural that the 
compiler of the harmony used a Syriac translation of the separate 
gospels, which would save bim the work of translating before he began 
to harmonize? This supposition does not rest on common-sense 
only ; positive proof can be adduced for it. 

Incidentally it should be said here that there is now practically 
unanimity in regard to the fact that the Diatessaron of Tatian was 
"von Haus aus" (1. t., originally) Syriac. This has been proved espe- 
cially by Zahn, and also by J. Rendel Harris. Harnack stands practi- 
cally alone in his contention that it was composed in Greek, and not 

But to return to the proof for the statement that the author of the 
harmony based his work on a Syriac translation of the separate gos- 
pels which existed already at his time. I quote from J. Rendel Harris : 

One of the most characteristic readings of Tatian has been held to be the 
expression of Mark (viii. 26), preserved in the Arabic Harmony, where we 
are told that the Syro-Phenician woman, upon whose daughter the Lord 
showed compassion, was a native of Emesa (or Homs) of Syria. The reading 
has, at first sight, every appearance of being an addition to the information 
in the canonical gospels. If it is really a part of Tatian's text, I can prove, 
however, that he was working on Syriac gospels. The proof is as follows : 
The Persian version, which was made from a Syriac text, says the woman 
was "from Phenice of Syria — i. e., from Horns," from which we suspect that 
Homs of Syria in Tatian 's text is merely an explanation of " Phenice of 
Syria." And this is confirmed by the dictionary of Bar All and a number of 
other authorities, who tell us that " Phenice of Syria is the city Homs." If, 
then, Tatian's text had " Homs of Syria," it is explanatory of an earlier text 
" Phenice of Syria," and this text must have been a translation of the trouble- 
some Greek word '• Syro-Phenician." The collateral evidence for the exist- 
ence of such a translation is abundant. Tatian was, therefore, working on 
translated gospels. It appears, therafore, that his evidence also, as might 
have been expeaed, runs back Into a Syriac source," 

■) J. Rendel Harris In (he Conttmperary Revina, November, 1S94, p. 671. For 
Ihe other proofs see Zahn'S Gack. d. Kanons. 
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We have up to this point seen (i) that there exists an intimate 
relationship between Ss and T, and (a) that T has based his work on 
already existing Syriac gospels. Is there now any proof in the text of 
Ss which shows that the text it represents was earlier than T ? 

The strongest proof will certainly be in a comparison of pas- 
sages in which we clearly see the dogmatic character of Tatian. 
Though, of course, the work of Tatian was made, not for dogmatic and 
theological, but for practical reasons, we know from some writers 
that he held certain heretical views, which found expression in the 
omission of passages which contradicted his views, and which he 
therefore believed to be wrong.** There are two points especially : 
(i) his rejection of marriage, and (i) his opposition to everything 
which showed the Davidic descent of Jesus. 

Now let us compare Matt, i : 19-25 = 

Sc Ss Ai^, Dist. Ephnum 



19. 


, Now Joseph. Now Joseph htr hutband = Ss 


= Sc 




because he 


= 


= Sc 


= Sc 




was a just man 


omits: man 


= Sc 


= Sc 


30. 


Joseph, s/m 0/ Davui, 
do not fear to many 


= 


= Sc 


omits 
son of David 




Mary tky betrothed 


Mary thy wife 


= Ss 


simply: Mary 


SI. 


For she shall bear 


= 


= Sc 


missing 




a son. and his 


thee a son 








name shall be called 


and thou shalt call 


= Ss 






Jcsua, for he shall sav* 


; = 


= Ss 






the •world from their sins his people from = 


= Ss 




25. 


And he married Maiy 


= Mary his wife 


and took his ■ 


wife tookA*r 




and lived Purely unth . 


her 


and knew hei 
until she 


■not =Sc 
until she 




until she bare the son 


and she bare hiM a ; 


son bare her 


bare her 








lirstbom son firstborn 




and the called 


and h« called 










his name Jesus 


= 









Now, suppose T were the oldest and Ss were based on it, what rea- 
son should Ss have to alter the text of T so much that he has quite a 
unique text ? There is no dogmatic presupposition found in his 
translation, and everyone who reads this narrative about the birth of 
Christ is struck by the simplicity and naturalness of Ss, which comes 
out perhaps most strongly in vs. 16, omitted by T : 

•* C>: especially EusBBtUs. IV, 29, and Thbodokbt, I, 30. 
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Jacob begat Joseph ; Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the virgin, 
btgat Jesui, who is called Christ. 

The idea that this is the work of a heretic must at ODce be dis- 
missed, since it has no foundation in the whole translation, which is 
entirely without theological bias. The text of Ss draws really the cor- 
rect conclusion from that genealogy. On the other hand, we know 
that Tatian had dogmatic presuppositions. He never mentions Mary 
and Joseph as husband and wife. He emphasizes the fact that they 
lived purely with each other. He omits the genealogies altogether, 
because they showed the Davidic descent of Christ. Now, in the text 
of Ss we have — 

1. The emphasis on the married relationship of Mary and Joseph. 
Ss Sc T 

Joseph her husband omits: her husband =Sc 

Mary thy wife thy bethrothed omits 

married his wife omits; his wife =Sc 

she shall bear thee a son omits: thee 

thtni shalt call his name his name shall be called 
he called his name she called his name 

adds : lived purely with he dwelt with her in 

her purity 

a. The Davidic descent of Jesus. 

In the genealogies, in the sentence, "Joseph begat Jesus," "Joseph 
was called the father of Jesus," and especially in vs. ao, "Joseph, son 
of David, do not fear." 

While wc can find no ground why Ss should have altered Tatian's 
text into his really unique and unparalleled text, there are strong rea- 
sons for supposing that Tatian found this text of Ss and modified it 
to suit his views. 

An objection which might be made to the second argument, as 
to the Davidic descent of Jesus, must be considered here. Ephraim 
says in his commentary on the Diatessaron r " Eadem scriptura 
dixit, utTumque Josephuro et Mariam esse ex domo David." (Moesin- 
ger, Mvgi. Concord. Expos., p. 26.) This seems to contradict the 
statement that Tatian omitted everything which related to the Davidic 
descent of Jesus. But one must not be rash in such a conclusion. 
Ephraim uses the separate gospel text, too ; all the citations in his com- 
mentary cannot be regarded as belonging to the Diatessaron, and it is 
conceded that many are from the separate gospels. I would therefore 
rather trust the eyewitness Theodoret, who had seen copies of the Syriac 
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work, as we have not. Thus I believe that these words were not in 
the original Diatessaron, but were taken from the separate gospels. 
That this is correct is shown by the text of Ss in Luke 3:4," because 
both were from the house of David ; " while P and W-H have ; Sii 
rd tfrai axrw ii oTkov kcu varpm iavtH. 

The second argument is, therefore, valid, and it must be recognized, 
though the first argument alone would be sufficient for our purpose. 

Again, there are peculiarities in Ss which cannot be later than T." 

Another argument for the priority of the separate gospels over 
against the harmony lies in the omissions of Ss, especially of Mark 
16:9-10, the so-called "longer conclusion." Ss omits it, breaking 
suddenly off with: "for they were afraid." Then we have the colo- 
phon, " Here endeth the gospel of Mark," and then begins at once in 
the same column, showing that nothing has been omitted, the gospel 
of Luke. Ss did not have vss. 9-16 just as M, B. But everybody 
recognizes that these verses were in the original Diatessaron. Sc has 
them, too. If Ss had T before him, why, then, did he leave out these 
verses ? No reason whatever can be found for the omission but the 
one that Ss did not find these verses in the original from which he 
made his translation. And it is evident, therefore, that this original 
was not T, for in T these verses are found. 

But that is not claimed at all, one might say. Evidently Ss had 
not only T, but also a Greek MS. before him. He followed the Greek 
MS. ; thus this omission is no reason why Ss should be earlier than T. 

This is a natural objection. However, it will be noticed that the 
omission of those verses occurs in the earliest Greek MS., while only 
the later Greek texts have the passage. The same applies to the 

■'"There is at least one passage where we know the Diatessaron to have contained 
a peculiar Interpretation of the ordinary Greek text, bnt where Sinaitic us has a striking 
miEtraotlatioD (or a corruption of the anderlyioj' Greek teit), which cootd hardly have 
passed into circulation after the Diatessaron reading was current ; i 1., Luke 4 : 39, 
OMT< Kara xpifM'W'ai ovrov, which was taken by Tatian to imply that the men of Naza- 
reth actually threw our Lord over the cliS. But in Sin. we read : 'And they led him 
out as for as the top (?) of the inouDtaiD upon which their city was built, so as to hang 
him.' The last clause is evidently meant for (mt« Kpt/taaai avrow, Such a gross mis- 
translation must date from very early times." (Burkht.) Besides, readings like 
Matt. 17:16, 17, where Ss has V™^ Bar- Abbas," which is also inS'*'; Luke 2:36, 
which affirms that Hanna had lived only seven ilayi with her husband before she 
became a widow 1 Luke 4 : 39, " He who eats the ipirrar in the kingdom of God," must 
be very old, and are of such a character that "niemand {sic) spiLter in ein Neues 
Testament bineiDCorrigiert haben vriirde." {C/. Nbstlb, Tke^g. Littratur-Zeitune, 
I. f.) 
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omission of other passages in 5s which are in T, e. g., Luke 32: 43, 44; 
33 : 34^. It is only the earliest MSS. which omit them. 

The case lies, then, thus : Ss used an older Greek MS. than T. 
Is this natural in the case that Ss is later than T 7 Evidently not. 

Besides, it is a great question whether a later author would omit 
such passages as, e. g., " Father, forgive them, for they know not what 
they do," a passage which must have immediately taken hold of the 
hearts of the people when once given. Now, would an author who 
began his work when this word of Jesus on the cross was already 
familiar to the people from the harmony which they used, omit it, even 
though it were not in the Greek MS. from which he translated ? Would 
not the people charge him at once with having omitted some of the 
most precious [>arts of the gospel 7 Would for those simple-minded, 
earnest, practical Christians an answer be sufficient which told them : 
these are really not original parts of the gospel, they are later addi- 
tions? That might do for a modern critic. But one may safely chal- 
lenge anyone to try today whether the great mass of earnest, devoted 
Christians would be willing to give up those texts simply because they 
are not found in the earliest MSS. And then, the whole character of 
the work of Ss shows that the author's purpose was practical : he 
wanted to give the people a gospel which they could read and under- 
stand ; there were none of the elements of the modern text critic in 
him. His work was for the people. But will the people be willing to 
accept his work when they could say: "Our old gospel, our Diates- 
saron, is much better than this new version. It has those words which 
we love, but this version has omitted them " ? Impossible that he should 
not have thought of this. No ; the omission of those passages in Ss 
shows very clearly that he did not have T before faim ; that T must be 
later; else they would have been taken account of, no matter whether 
the Greek MS. of Ss had them or not. 

These arguments from the comparison of dogmatic passages in 
T and Ss, from the peculiarities of Ss, which would scarcely have found 
their place after T's work, and from the omissions of Ss, are perhaps 
as strong arguments as we can expect in the absence of external wit- 
ness. It is their inherent force which convinces us that the text repre- 
sented by Ss, the Syr. vet., is older than the Diatessaron, and that the 
relation that exists between them is the dependence of T on Ss. 

There is, however, also a clear inHuence of T on Ss. And this 
fact — I refer to the presence of harmonistic readings in Ss— is the 
main, if not the only real, argument for the opposite view, which affirms 
the priority of T over against Ss. 
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That there are such harmonistic readings in Ss is plain from sucb 
passaj^es as Mark 8 : 33 ; 7 : aS, and others.'' 

It is not necessary for our argument to point out the harmonistic 
readings in Sc. They were already recognized by Cureton, who in hia 
preface, p. Ixvi, says : 

If we turn to St. Luke, we find several examples of additions made to the text 
from the other evangelists, who had related some fact or discourse in greater 
detail, or with some additional circumstances ; of the change of words or 
phrases to accommodate them and bring them nearer, or even to make them 
identical with the terms employed in other gospels. The gospel of S(. John, 
from its peculiarity in having less in common than the other three, will neces- 
sarily admit of fewer changes of this sort ; but still, even in that small portion 
of it which remaias, indications of ibis kind are observable. Of Mark only 
four verses of the last chapter remain. The gospel of St. Matthew also seems 
to exhibit some signs of a similar nature, especially with regard to additions 
made to the text. 

According to his theory that this Syriac gospel of Matthew repre- 
sents "more nearly the exact words which the evangelist himself made 
use of than any other that has hitherto been discovered," Cureton 
attributes " its approximation in numerous places to the reading found 
in St. Mark and St. Luke " to this cause, and not to the same to which 
he ascribes the harmonistic readings in Mark, Luke, and John. 

After Cureton, Baethgen especially has called attention to these 
harmonistic readings, and has made much use of them for his argument 
■*Majk 8:31, where Ss h>E: "And Simon Peter, ai thcug/i pitying him, stlA, 
' Be this far from thee.' " Tbis is evidently ■ conflation of Mark and Matt. The 
Greek has in MalL : kiu rpoaXafioninn ouroi' s IlfTfNii tii^T» nrtrt^iar airry Xeyur 
iXmn «»i mptt on ftq terai tovto. In Mark : koi rpovXa^furai o Hrrpot avror qptaro 
n-irifwr airrw. The phrase in Ss, "as though pitjing him," is plainly a translation 
of the Greek words iXauf r« of Matl. Now, exactly Ibe lame phrase occurs in the 
Arabic Dialessaion, which translates : "And Pinion Peter, ai if lympatkiting mth 
hint, said, ' Be this far from thee, Lord,' " Now, it is true that a b n combine also 
MatL and Maik, but the agreement is not so close as in the case of St and T. — 
Matt. 7 : 28, Ss reads : noi ra ituro(Ha taSia c at rar ■ptx"" '"" rtmrrtp nro iMfi 
Tpmnfin (or an rwr Tpa'wtfaT) ran raiiiiaw. The Greek has in Matt, ra Kvpaputtvtut 
aro Tar •f/ix"*' rur nrrorriiir am Tiji T/Hm{^)i Tur aipimi ; in Mark ; ra tvrapia itwQ 
Karu Tift Tpawifin tvBiouair aro ruv ^ixu«> tuh viuSiut. Ss omits in Matt. ar« rwr 
^IXU" TBI- Tiarwrrur, but reads it in Mark, where it is not in the Greek. Ephraim's 
DialesiBTon has : " Even dogs eat of the crumbs of their master's table" = Greek of 
Mark. Ss takes the an ritr fixutr rut Tirrotrui from Matt., but it retains the 
reading rvr wattiar. — For other instances see Zahn's article in the Thnlegiicht 
Litrratur-Blalt, 1S95, and the transpositions in the passion story, Luke 31 : lb, 19, 
30a, 17, 20J, 18, It 1 John ig : 13, 24, 14, 15, 19-33, 16-1S, 25, which seem to point 
to a harmony. 
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of the priority of the Diatessaron. But as to this, it will be suffi- 
cient to quote the words of Burkitt in the Guardian, October 31, 1894 : 

Baethgen brings forward a number of instances of harmonistic readings 
of Cur., but out of bis forty-three examples where Cur. stands alone (or 
with Dial, oikly), sixteen, or more than one-third, are not shared by Sin. . . . 
Matt. 31 : 33-44 is selected by Baethgen to exhibit the harmonistic tendencies 
of Syr. vet., and of five such readings in these verses peculiar to Cur. alone, 
three are also found in Sin. Yet even here Sin. shows its independence by 
passing over vs. 44 altogether, while Cur. and Pesh. follow the ordinary text. 
The verse is in Diat., where it may, of course, correspond to Luke 20 : 18. 
Its absence from Sin. in the midst of so many minor harmonistic readings 
shows that no deliberate attempt at assimilating the gospels one to the other 
has been made, however much the scribes of Sin. and its ancestors may have 
been influenced by the wording of parallel verses. 

How do we have to account for the harmoDistic readings in Ss? It 
is easily said: They are due to the influence of the Diatessaron. There is 
probably nobody who denies it. But suppose the Old Syriac text of 
the separate gospels were later than the Diatessaron, how have we to 
think of the work of its author? He must have had a Greek MS. in 
his hand — how else could he disentangle the harmony and restore the 
text of the separate gospels ? He had, then, before him the Syriac har- 
mony and the Greek MS. Which would be the text that he preferred ? 
Would he simply look for the corresponding translation of the Greek 
in the Syriac Diatessaron ? Would he omit the passages which the 
Diatessaron had, indeed, but which were not in the Greek MS. i Would 
he add some additions which the Greek text had, but which were want- 
ing in the Diatessaron ? Would he, in the main, take the text from the 
already existing Syriac translation, disentangling most passages, but not 
all, so that some harmonistic touches would remain ? Whatever may 
be said about this theory, it is absolutely improbable. For this pro- 
cedure he must have known a good deal of Greek. Why should he 
then undergo this mechanical, slavish task, which, moreover, was more 
difficult than the direct translation ? No, the whole translation bears 
the stamp of originality on its face ; such kind of a work would have 
left other traces which this noble and forcible piece does not show. 

But then, one objects and asks, wondering how anyone can set up 
a theory like this, whether it was not simply so that the author did not 
have a copy of Tatian's work, but merely a Greek MS., before him ; that 
he was, however, so familiar with the text of the harmony that there 
slipped into his translation some harmonistic reminiscences of the 
Diatessaron. 
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But, after all, the questioQ arises: IE he had the Greek text 
before him, why should he make these strange excursions ? We have 
no reason to doubt — on the contrary, we have every reason to believe — 
that he was a very faithful translator. Here is a man who wants to 
give the Syrian Christians, who have the Diatessaron already, the sepa- 
rate gospels as they were used in the Graeco-Roman church. Will he 
not be careful to shun harmonistic passages, lest he defeat his own end ? 
Besides, the danger of falling into these lapses is not so great as one 
might at first think. The work which the translator had to do was not 
altogether mechanical ; it was not the wearisome toil of simple copying ; 
there was a good deal of creative work to be done. The mind was 
profoundly attentive ; this his whole work shows. It was something 
new that he wanted to give to the people. Since the main stock was 
already there in the harmony, his diligence must be only the greater, 
lest he represent the Greek original incorrectly. 

The copyist who had the mechanical work to do was more likely to 
write down from memory. One who knows what it is to copy hour 
after hour, perhaps day after day, knows how the attention becomes 
distracted and the mind grows weary. Familiar as the scribe of the 
third or fourth century was with the substance of what he was copying, 
and knowing the text of the Diatessaron well, he must at times have 
put down the text of the harmony which was so familiar to him, espe- 
cially in passages where there was agreement in general. It is much 
easier to think that the harmonistic elements came into Ss through 
scribes than that they were due to the original translator, unless it could 
be proved that the Greek text from which he translated contained these 
harmonistic touches already. Considerations like these weaken or 
destroy the argument for the priority of the harmony over against Ss. 

And then, even those harmonistic touches which we find in Ss must 
not all be attributed to the influence of T. This will be seen, for instance 
in the passage Mark 7 : 38," where there is, indeed, a conflation in Ss, but 
it is found neither in the Epbraim fragments nor in the Arabic Diates- 
saron. The influence of a parallel passage explains much, and prob- 
ably some conflations he found already in the Greek MS." 

**See preceding footnote. 

)> Compare for this the words of Jerome in hU preface to the gotpelt, ftlso cited bj 
CoretOD: "Ha^uisi qaidemhicianostriscodicibii* enor inolcTit, dum qnod in eujein 
re alint Evangelista plus dixit, in alio quia minus pntaverint, addidernnt. Vel dam 
enndem sentum alius alilec expressit, ille qni nniun a qnattnor primom legerat, ad ejus 
exemplnm ceteroi quoqne existimaverit emenduidos. Unde accidit at apod noi 
mixta rant omnia, et in Marco plora Lacae atqne Malthael, nirsus in Hatthaeo plura 
Joliaimit et Marci, et in ceterii reliqnorum, quae allli propria timt, Inveniantar." 
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The result, then, of our investigation as to the relative age of Ss 
and T is that Ss is earlier than T, that T was not the earliest gospel 
which the Syrians knew. 

Now, what is the relation in which T sunds to Sc ? We have seen 
that the text which is represented by Ss is earlier than T. But how about 
Sc ? Is it also earlier, or is it later ? I think it is clearly later. The 
arguments which have been brought forward for the priority of Ss can- 
not be applied to Sc Sc is so much like T in the dogmatic portions 
that no other conclusion seems possible than that it is based on T. It 
contains, moreover, the conclusion of Mark, as well as the most impor- 
tant other omissions, like Luke 33 143, 44, just as T. Sc apparently 
presuppoees T in its translation. Ss would, then, be the oldest, T 
would come next, and Sc would come after T. This carries naturally 
with it the position of P, which is the latest of them all. 

Suppose, however, for a moment that the Diatessaron(=T) were 
the earliest form after all. Then one thing would inevitably follow: 
Sc must be nearer in timetoT than Ss, because Sc has undoubted marks 
of T's influence, much more so than Sc {cf. especially Matt., chap. i). 
But this would contradict the result of our investigation, for we saw 
that Ss was older than Sc, and had strong proofs for it. With this the last 
foundation of Tatian's priority vanishes. The Diatessaron cannot claim 
the distinction of having been the first written message of the gospel 
of Christ in Syria. 

The Syrians had, then, the separate gospels in a text which under- 
lies Ss before they had the Diatessaron. Now it will be asked : If they 
had already Ss, what was the need of having another translation, that 
of Sc ? Was Ss not enough ? Here it must not be forgotten that prob- 
ably for the great mass of the people the Diatessaron was the only form 
in which they knew the gospels. For the Diatessaron was made at the 
time when Christianity, from being the religion of individuals, became 
the religion of the state. To those Christians the Diatessaron was their 
one and all. They heard it in the church services, and became soon 
acquainted with it. Naturally they were familiar with Tatian's idea of 
the birth of Christ. Hearing now from others that the gospels were 
originally written in four separate accounts, they would be eager to 
possess them also in that form in which, as they learned, the rest of the 
Christian churches read them. The desideratum of the hour was, then, 
for these people, not a work which contradicted the Diatessaron, but one 
which was in harmony with it, told the narration of the birth in the 
same words almost as T. A work like Ss would hardly have met their 
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wishes. To this desire the translation of Sc was due. When it was 
made we do not icnow. Perhaps quite early, about aoo A. D., perhaps 
some fifty years later. How widely it was used it is impossible to say. 
The same must also be said about the use of Ss ; whether it was used 
extensively or only in small circles is uncertain. That both were made 
to fulfil a desire on the part of the people cannot be doubted. For 
practical, not for critical, purposes did the authors write ; that people 
should read and be edified, not that scholars should examine and com- 
pare and inquire which was the correct text and which not. 

Unless other finds show the contrary, Ss in its original form was the 
first translation to which we can point with historic certainty. The extra- 
ordinary value of Ss for text-critical purposes has at once been recog- 
nized.^ It seems to stand on the same level of authority as M and B. 
Merx places it even higher." Whether that, however, can be main- 
tained, time will show. But the fact that Ss was written before T, puts 
it into the middle ol the second century, to which the entire text bean 
witness ; and that places it in the front rank of the witnesses for the 
original Greek text of the gospels. 

4. The Gospel in Apkraates. 

{i) The first thing which confirms the historical presumption that 

Aphraates used the Diatessaron is the fact that he calls the book from 

which he quotes at least live times simply " the gospel," " his gospel," 

"the gospel of our vivifier ;"" never speaking of it as "the gospels," 

^SsisusedalTeady by Blass Id hii edition of Luke (Leipzig, 1897) and by Baljon 
ia hl( ymmm TeilameH/wit Graect (Groningen, 1S98), who isyl : "Miiorit momend 
eR codex Syr*''! eiui igitar lectiones diligenHstime conquisitas in annotatioiie 
mhtfut (?l) adscripsi" (p.i*). 

^Cf. hiE extremely intereaCing appendix. He would sometimcE take the reading 
of Ss. even if the entire other tradition be different. Blau also ranks it very high. So 
woald he, just like Merx (and Bechtel)] "dem Syrer der Mrs. Lewis glauben, dais 
esLuc. 17 : 10 laSXal 'rfur heissen muss, ohne ixptiaC {Gram.d, netiteslarnetill. Gritch., 
p.T.) "At est protecto ubi magna habenda sit vel teli vel paacii testanii : velul quod 
omittit L. 17:10 <lj[p«i^ e Matthaeo in sententiae detrimentum invectum, el Johaanit 
nairationero (iS ; 13 »qq.) cum graeco 335 in veriorem ordinem ndigit, nt desinat non 
modo cum ceterorum ted etiam secum ipse pngnare videii." ( Lutt, Pref., p. Ixxvl). 
See alto footnote iS. 

S3 P. S, "As it is written in the beginning of the gospel of our vivifier ;" p. 13, 
"The word whicb is written in the gospel;" p.3ai,"aswaE said in the gospel;" 
p. 335, "as he says in his gospel;" "what the Lord teaches in his gospel" (Bbkt'S 
edition). 
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nor ever mentioning the name of a single evangelist, (a) There are 
harmonistic passages in his homilies which point in the same direction. 
It is true we cannot control them all, since in many cases Ephraim is 
wanting and the Arabic has no mixture." He might, then, have harmon- 
ized himself. But there are enough cases where he has the same mix- 
ture as the Arabic or Ephraim, and also where he strings his quotations 
together so as to follow closely the order of the Diatessaron. They 
have been discussed by Zahn and Harris. (3) There is at least one 
passage, Luke 16 :z8, where Aphraates and the Arabic T have an 
unparalleled reading, caused by a primitive error in the Greek text, 
^roK 8ia^uif>Ti)n;nu fused with Swftapravu (Harris, p. si). (4) Aphraa- 
tes says that his gospel began, just as the Diatessaron, with John 1:1: 
"Id the beginning was the word." "As it is written in the beginning 
of the gospel of our vivifier : ' In the beginning was the word.' " Not 
in the beginning of John's gospel — he never says that; but "in the 
beginning of the gospel of our vivifier." {5) Add to these the fact 
that there was no other harmony that he could have used ; that of 
Ammonius being different and not used, so far as we know, in Syria, 
while Tatian's Diatessaron was used; and (6) the fact that there are 
some quotations which can best be explained on the assumption that 
they were taken from Tatian's Diatessaron;^ and there. can be no 
reasonable doubt about Aphraates' use of the Diatessaron. 

»£.£., M&tL s:i5: Mark 4:3t; Luke S:i6; John 30:3, 131 Matt. zS:6: 
Luke 17:3,4; Matt. IS:I5 ff.; etc. 

^Matt. 5:4, "Blessed are they who mount, for they shall be jH/>/uaj^i/;"raf)(U((- 
X(i> ig traiulated "supplicate." Luke 6 ; 34, "Woe unto you rich, who have received 
yovi petitiott," •wapitKrint; 16:35, "But now thou askest and he does not help 
thee;" Ss, P=;"A[id now he receives rest and thou ait tortuied;" 5c wanUog. 
HatL 5 : 5, "Bleased are the meek, lot (hey shall inherit the land of life." John 1 : 17, 
"The truth of the lata has come through lesus." Matt 15: 19, "/k the heart are the 
wicked thoughts." Luke 4139, Hat* taraxfi^iirlirai aOrir, evidently taken to imply 
that the Naiareth people actually threw Jesus over the clifi. 

Here belong also some logiaof Jesus which we tind neither in the separate gospela 
nor in the Diatessaron as we have it in Ephraim and in the Arabic text. Did 
Aphraates have also apocryphal gospels in addition to the canonical ? The passages 

t. "What I say to you in darkness, say ye in light, for among the heathen let 
your light shine" (p. 9). The firft sentence is a quotation from Matt. 10:17, and " for 
among the heathen let your light shine" is similar to Matt. S : 16, " let your light so 
shine before men." It is, then, a free quotation, not a new logioD. 

I. "Doubt not that ye may not sink down in the world as Simon, when he 
doubted and began to sink down in the sea" (p. 15, Belt's edition). Of this Resch 
says in his Agrapha ( lixU ttnd UnttrtHchungtn, Vol. V, 4, p. 380) : " Der durchaus 
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But there are indicatioDs that he used also the separate gospels. 

I. He has genealogies of Jesus which were not in the Diatessaron. 
A comparison of the genealogies in Aphraates (=A) with those of Ss, 
secnndilre Znsati: TBUSuiwH,diierattfint nt sinittn £n JArrv, liissteiaach watmcheiD- 
Uch werdeu, datl die Torhergegangeneii Worte : attf dan ikr Htiht vtrsinM in itr 
Witt, ebenfalls der Peiikope Mt. 14:28-31 ocbgebildet, mithin nicht origin*! 
tiad, zamal da dicae Perikope von dem versinkenden Petrti* w«der durch das petri- 
Disch« Markmevangelium, Mc. 6:45-51, noch dnrch die johannetKhe Faralkle, 
Jo)i.6: t7-3i,Kedeckt«ird. Als zweifelloi echt bleibt im obigeu Logion mithin nni dei 
Anfang : Zvieiftlt niihit Dieie Worte sind aber anch schon in den cuionischen 
Evangelien vorhanden : lai SiaiipiBy{Tt, Mt. ii :3i [which he has cited a little later]. 
Am meisten klingt aoch tui den Aphraatestext Jac, 1 : 16." 

3. " Ai it is wiilten ; The supplicant who oSeis his prayer mnst first examine his 
gift well, if a slain be found on it, and then shall he offer it, that his sacrifice may not 
remain on the eatth" {Bert, p. 66). " Es ist docb wohl nur eine NacbbUdung Ton Ht. 
5:23, 24, die wir hier vor uns haben. Han vergleiche namentlicb das dreimalige 
Super ='Gabe' in der kanonischen Parallele nnd die Ubereinstimmung in den 
Worten not rvrt tXtitr rpaa^tpt to Supor sou," (Resch, /. f., p. 443.) 

4. " As it is written : OurLordiaid: Prayanddonot become wear]r"(BBRT, p. 66)1 
Resch says : " Dieses Logton iindet lich als Meirenwort nirgends im Canon. Wohl aber 
bietet Lucas einen verwandten Text : tXtytw St ropa^X^r ai^iit rpot to Sat wirrvr* 
Tpotarxfoflti Kot lai tyKoxnr, Lc. iS : t. Von mancher Seite ist diese lucanische 
Bemeckung als ein von dem Evangelisten ex suis hiniugethaner Ubeifliissiger Zusati 
beieichnet und der Urspning dieses lucanischen Zusatzes in den pauUniachen Aut- 
driicken gesacht worden : fn|(Vnu^aT(, 2. Thess. 3 : 13 ; >iii tviKurwiitv, Gal. 6: 9; St9 
(UToiiftat litf rjftaifir, Eph. 3:13; oiw eyicaKoviitv, z. Cor. 4:1, 16. Duich das oben 
angefuhrte Herrenworl wird der Sachverhalt gerade ins Gegentheil verkehrt. Die panli- 
nischen Paiallelen sind Nachklange voD diesem Heirenwort, und Lucas bat ebendas- 
selbe Herrenwort rpoaaixtfSt not ht) rftaniraTi lediglich aus der direkten in die 
indirekte Rede umgewandelt, indem er zugleich den UTspriinglichen Standoit jenes 
Logion in der vorcanonischen Quelle deullich erkennen lasst. Zu veigleichen ist anch 
Hens. Mand., IX, S, p. 104 : 1 1, ifv our lai 3uiXiti]i uroifficrof to oiriifia riti inixf '*"! 
jroi \flil) owo. tar St iKKOK^Xji coi iafvxitnit airoufKroi, rtavror bitiu jtbi nil Tor 
Ittoira iroi. Ubrigens schwanken in alien kanonischen wie aucb in dieser Hermas- 
Paiallele die Lesaiten zwischen ttKOMtiw und tyxajaiw." (Pp. 397, 29S.) 

ll is, however, just as well possible that Aphraates made the change from the 
indirect into the direct form; or, what is still more probable, he found it so in Tatian's 
Diatessaron. Aphraates' testimony is not sufficient to prove the assertion that this is 
a word of Jesus. But in any case, even if Resch be correct, the use of this text does 
not necessitate the opinion that Aphraates used an extra-canonical gospel beside the 

5. "For it stands written thus : The good is destined to come, and well for him 
through whom it comes; and the evil is destined to come, but woe to him through 
whom it comes." Resch compares with this : Dressel, Ciimtntina Epiismi prima, 
chap. 96 : « laipiot ^iiur Ii)nirt Xpurrof viot rev $»ii (^' ra ayatu tXStir Sii, timnafiot 
St, ^vvv, Ii' ov tpxirat, a^uxaii atayxtt "tu ra xaica AStip, ovai tt >i' on ^>:erai, and 
Dressel, CUmenlina Epilonu mcuhJo, chap. 96 : o mpiei tiiiar lt)0'aiif X^httm • not 
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Sc, P shows only one real difierence" in that long list of sixty- five names : 
A has JojakiiD and Jojakin, while Ss, Sc, P have Jecbonja. It would be 
extremely hazardous to deny on the basis of this one difference that A 
took bis genealogical lists from the separate gospels. His lists are not 
exactly like cither Ss, Sc, or P ; now they approach this form, now that 
form of the separate gospels f they are most closely related to Sc, where 
Sc is extant. He had probably a copy which combined the different 
readings or all three texU (perhaps also another ?). There is no 
evidence for the existence of separate genealogical Ubles, and it is 
therefore the most probable thing that A took his genealogies from 
the separate gospels, especially in view of the fact that he ends them 
with the remark that "Joseph was called the father of Jesus," which is 
evidently a citation from Ss, where it occurs just so. If he used only 
the Diatcssaron, how could he know this, since Tatian omitted both 
the genealogies and the references to the Davidic descent ? Strange 
that he should use the same expression as Ss, when he made, as some 
think, the tables himself on the basis of the Old Testament I 

3. There are, moreover, some quotations which Aphraates could 
by DO means have taken from Tatian, since they ran counter to Tatian's 
belief and emphasized that which Tatian wanted to combat, viz., the 
Davidic descent of Jesus. 

TM $tni «^' ra arfttta, iXOnt 9n, luuiapm it, ^^ir, li' ou tpxtrpn. oiaun xat tb «uw 
■HIYK1) <XA(V, ouoi Si Tu ayBpuwu it ou epxmu. Resch tayi : " Durch den von 
Aphiutes iiberliefcrten, thm aus eioei schriftlichen AuloHtiit zugeflossencn Text, 
welchei rait d«ni Homilien-Citate {Jiam. CI, XII, 39, p. 130, 35): rift aXiffcMH 
rpa^TiTTi' '^T ''^ ayaia t\8tfr 3(1, lumnpioi St, ^ifvir. Si' sv (fixcw o^iwf coi ra nra 
araT«| Atlni', ovai St Ii' an tpxtrai — wiirtlich ubereinitimmt, erfahrt die Giile d«r in 
den CUmentinen fliessenden TOniiglichen EvtuigeiienqueUe eine nene Bestatigung. 
Andrereeits wird durch diese Vciglcichung miC dem Clcmentinen-CitBCe offenbu, 
wu man ant Aphraates allein nicht lu eikenneD vermag, dass die von ihni citiertc 
schiifClicbe Aatoritit ein Herrenwort in lich schloss, fvlr dessen Echtheit somit niuunehr 
drei Zeugen: Paului [Rm. 3:8], Pie ado-Clemens und Aphraatea sicli nachweisen 
luscD. nbgeiehen von dem eisten und dntlen kanoniachen Evangeliglen, welche die 
zweite Halfle dei Logion ebenfalU verwendel haben." 

The only lafe conclusion which we can draw (rora this is that Aphraates took 
this logion from the Diatessuron. 

There is absolutely no neccEsiCy to believe jthal Aphraates used an apocryphal 
gospel. All the differences may be accounted for otherwise quite satisfactorily. 
Indeed, some of these passages form a negative argument foi the fact that Aphraates 
nted the Diatessaron. 

3*Arpakohar' and Abiur of Ss are evidently copyists' errors 1 Mor y. No. 13 
A om., Ss Ailan, P Cainan — very probably also oni. by Sc, which is wanting here ; c/, 
4i~43i 'here the opposite case occnis. 

»30, A = Ss >P; 32, A = P>Ss; 41-43, A = Sc >Ss, P. 
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The first citation is already mentioDed : "Joseph was called the 
father of Jesus." 

The second is; Luke 3:4, "Jesus was born by the virgin Mary 
from the seed of the house of David, as it is written : Joseph and Mary 
his betrothed were both from the house of David." Which statement was 
not in the Diatessaron, but in the Sinaiticus. (P has the regular 
Greek reading : "because he was of the bouse and lineage of David;" 
Sc is missing.) 

We have, then, in Aphraates (i) the genealogies and (1) the Davidic 
descent of Jesus ; both matters were not in Tatian ; their text agrees 
with that of the separate gospels ; consequently, Aphraates used in 
addition to the Diatessaron the separate gospels. 

But now the question arises : In which form does he use the sepa- 
rate gospels, in the Sinaitic, Curetonian, or Peshitta text? This 
involves an examination of the different quotations which Aphraates 
makes. The comparison now follows : 
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^Z -Mf Vas V»^ ^) ^ Vbo I verse | V*^ for 

|.ZUn«<* .^2li^ ^eokl^T = P)Z£..^^oa:m 

\b.tio ^ - --" t'"^-"*' missing = P 
Ss, Sc, vs. 30 

om. S-i^n missing = P 

om. ^ A \n>Ji\ =Ss 



= A 



= A 
= P 



>9 »• 


Pj 


11° 


= A 


30 -.^i.^^,:^ 




1u> 




M° 


M 


Ui^-=«lH^ 


lH=^,^U. 


r--^l" 
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21 


30 ^(j VjiB 


^Pl 


misaing 




»*i^» 




W.i»-^i«i.? 




)uod^, ).t:k£« 




om. 


22 


31 ^oiooal) 


|u« 


i^^. 




l&JCtf 








Ia:^^^ 


om. 


om. 




U«&>:^l«2k.^? 


^a^ jaM. )=^ 


l9ii. j:*). 




Uu ^ 


i-l. l"i. ^ 






.a-a*lj« 


.o.^, ^..X 


= p 




^AOA^KI 


.c«a:u} not^b. 


= p 




|e« P i«X |«o 


lo^ p 1.:^. 


= A 




l6-ie» 


I"--!) 






t*\\«*^ 


u-tin 


= P 




»:^,*3I,-. 






13 


15 ^*r-? 


^H>"» 


= P 


23 


25, 27 Bir* ^»i»^ 


v="l "T-r^ 


= P 




U>1^?« 


1>«<.1~ 


= A 




^»U|^..^^ 


c/ first line 






-^^ 


t:-?-^ 


= A 




U.a*-op*illle 


U« a.^ ..^'l^ 








V--'i Vse 


= P 






Poio 






l^oiM B-^alk 


Ij^^ 


= P 




om. 




^ A 




o^ta-l. 


om. 


= A 
but om. 






»H*- 


^>-aieo 



■^ -e" r*' '^ -^ 



'T^S^ 



35:34 &A^^ ^ oiUefZ ^ missing 
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*^ 


U"! 


missing 


W! 


Itol 


-tail _i 





Ip^-. 


U-+M, -» 


= A 






l^.^ 


Uh^p 


= P 




25:44 


>.>!. Ji-l 


-M vi" 


= P 




35:45 




P.U-! 


mi; 


missiog 




.i_. 


om. 


om. 




j6:53 


N^? 


»l 


= P 


misiing 




W b« ,)i 


bd; M 


= P 






-=l^ 


= A 


^1^ 






^dlu, ll— 




,i>Xilo 




^ 


.a».pl.^u. 




= P 

bot om. f 




38: 19 


^o»;^ 




raming 


missing 


28:ZO 


om. 




missiog 


missing 



>a^M l^A -■^'•^-^v \^^ 
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w A P S« 

l*--*^*- l'-*'^'-- missing m 

but also : 




= A 






1:30 

1:48 






X-f^^^ 






om. this 

conclution 

of Mark 



missing 
roiising 

missing 

= A + .^ 
= A 

llfV,!- 

= P, but 
position of 

different 






= A 
= W-H = A 

I* — i^^J \itOli^ 



missing 
missing 



missing 
missing 
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L«K> 


A 


p 


s> 


Sc 


3:14 


but also : 


U<Ir™»» 




missing 




lo^ |A.UL>.^ 


jal^. 


= Sj(P = )ioi*) 






li^U^ 


I-- twicein A, neither 


m P nor Ss 




M-K=i> W 


»i^o from Ss 








U4)^A> 


[romP 








M -afi^ from Sc 




3t8 


l-l'T-^^ 




lo^ 






|«i.-..»4!. 


= AUla.,-:^,J*j 


=Sa except 








Ua )a*AI 






»"irf 




>oa^P 


(= A. P) 


6ii4 




om. 


= A 


missing 


6:30 


^iV^^ 


v.^^^ 




missing 


6:.S 


but also = P 


^120^ ^ 


= P 


missing 




l^? 


i~^U^ 


= P 






\A>M«, ^SNv.'^ 


= A 


lloo. Xl^lo^ 




7:14 


ISn.Ss )%n.S% 


llo.^ 


i - 






jMj 


>=<u. Ml ii=| ^ 


missing 


8:S2 


on ^^ 


-=lo, 


= P 


= A 




l^ 


the same in the 


in Matt. 9:24 


missing in 






pataUel Matt. 9: 24 


= A 


Matt. 


9;S9> 


60 .^^aii. Me 


om. 


om. 


w* 


10:19 


LSok* 


W a>»- 


iis^ 


= p 




V**«!-i? 


t«a-««f 


= p 


= p 


12:1, 


)i^ >a^ In* 


.a^^^M .xU 


)i£jlnj 






^S.v- \As^ 


14i^l.ii, 


1^K!» 


=Ss 




•*A»Z . . . ^*a^ 


,i«-»! 


^^i^ 






-i«1e 


J^t 


..ai^ 


=S6 
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12; 19 isfle U« 


,-^. 


^^ 


=S& 


I~>1 


T-°- 


= P 


= P 


Uu»i, 


«i ll«i 


= P 


= F 


i4:ii>».!.iUT(.5")'^ 


OUA] 


= P 


= P 


^UjN^ 


aw«l y^BJf Vbo 


= P 


= P 


14:12 ^.Ucl! 


N 


= P 


= P 


ol \iJ^ 


= A 


om. 


= A 


\i"- 


li*l=.z 


= A 


= A 


,^^ 


r.5^1 


= A 


= P 


,.1-P^ 


ct-t^lM 


♦-D Wo I 


=Ss 




ri-l 


r'l-IIIJol 




IMo 


Po 


= P 


= P 


I'""' 


= A 


^.««-^ 


=Ss 


!»."■ 


= A 




Ol 


t^ 


= p 


= P 


v» 


= A 


= A 


om. 


14:13 -»»'l 


U> 


= P 


= P 


om. 


lUu 








= A 


= A 


= A 


l».!»:" 


U^ 


Itelal^ 


lv*a£^ 


liiJ.^.SnUaa-S^ 


ta^ 


If^.^ 


U^^ 


^ikI. 1^ .^..^^0 


bu> 




U*ai«^ 


14:14 !«»>= 


■-vl»»' 


= A 


= A 


u-n » 


U-m 


= p 


= P 


15:7 .S«U. 


^14 


= p 


= P 


^i-l- 


Vi.l 


= p 


= A 


^^-»-" 




= A 


= P 


■ 6:9 poi 


= A 


om. 


= A 


,»..S(Vin 


v'"''''^'--" 




= A 


16:14 poBitionofphrages 


= A 




miMing 


16 : 10 oi^^^ V^ 


«i:).U it^ 


= P 


missing 
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l6:33 

16:13 












> M Isi 



^-'-^ ,aBUe Do 






= p 



^'f lea 



= A,butom.|Mi 
= P 



\amo\ ^ 






= A 



= P 



ts^ Laoio 



-" -'■- U|o M -"^ -■- &J)e 






except 
after in 


St. of 


before ^o^^iU! 

and^ 

for ^ 



missing 
missing 
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19:8 z|:i^ Vso 




= A 


= A 


UM)s ^li:^* 


\A x^ kite 




=Ss 


1,:, S..OC 




= A 


= A 


»o:3S ^^! 


= A 


= A 


=Si 


lUo^ ..hIm 


l»v,n\ 


= A 


= A 




UiJ .^-ntil 


om. 


= P 






= P 
but om. ^e 


= P 


20:36 Uolal^ X+lo 


-^•i H-^M 


M 


f .s. 


^Pl 


»J 


^eotlk e-Jo&A^ 


-Ss 


om. 


>-% 




=Sa 


om. 


^•».l-l 


l£^^^^9 l^^^^^a LftlA 


20:38 oaIa* \4:« 


r.-VV-^ 


= P 


= P 


21:23 i4J 


|«U 


= P 


= P 


o« 


Pt 


= P 


= P 


33 : 43 .>le^ U^w^T 


= A 


= A 




(■"«) ^i^ ii^ 


(„.,j„ 


= P 


= A 


JOHM A 


P 


Si 


Sc 


,:S (lice) \mhM!^ 


loOte 


missing 


= A 


1:14 (twice) .£001 1^ 




missing 


= A 


.:S. ^ 


? 


missing 


missing 


■r^"J=T-*^ 


,^,^i^^.J_, 


missing 


missing 


2 : 19 U" Pa.™ 


^t^LjB 


= P 


misung 






missing 


missing 






= A 
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J«» A 


p 


St 


Sc 


3:.2.^Jl.-CPo^a=^ 






missing 


ii.l^U^.^=u| 


^ U^ 


Vi^l*^ 


=Ss 


^^ISi,.^ 






Ss, Sc diSer 
From A only 


(,l4»i, 






in the posi- 






v-^i-l^ 


tion And in 
the suEE. of 








the last word 


3:13 ,!in 


PI 


= p 


= P 


)«■— CM! 


-910M, 


^ p 


= A 


u^.^ 


= A 


U^u. .^ 


= A 


3:3, 11:.^ 


11.^ 




= A 


.onflol. 


l»i. 


Wl-:^. 


missing 


>ls>M 








3:3s "ii-l 


m^- *^V. ■ *^ ^*^ 


miMipg 


>*-* 


VcMl^o 


-oaw Jcjio Vje 




= P 




A is due to the vetac in Matt. 21 =27. which he 








5:2. P^PW 


W 1-^1=" » 1 


1 =Sc 


-A 


sV 


"-IP*! 




only adding 


»^n.\M n^a:. 


lHa^«i»»- 


= A 


= A 


i:I5 M^ 


1~!J 


missing 


= P 


Ilia Jl, 


|ua>r .U.I 




= A 


Ml, "W 


In:^, n^* 




= P 


5:28.29 ^Od^ 




missing 


= A 


vf~«"V° 


om. 




om. 


«;5S Ti« 


= A 


^«, 


oUe 


->Vt?« 


->^ 


= P 


= P 


■^,^ 


-^ 


= P 


= P 


6;S9 l- 


M 


= A 


= P 


7:37(>™«) KlV., 


K -^1 vt 


KJt^" 


=Ss 


10:9 ]^l 0%^^^ 


w^ 


= A 


missing 


V&t Va ,.eo 


-^1 .1 'O: 


\.e -^a^ 




l-l 


MNoU 


l*-J Voil! 
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IO:ll 


okbAl <.cahk 


;o^ OUAJ ) 








oO^ ^ Njk 


lU:..*:^ i 


= A 


missing 


Io:l2 


U-l 


om. 


om. 


missing 




Ui 


u*. 


missing 


missing 




U:^ >:> 


U^ 


= A 


missing 


lo:l6 


om. 


om. 


= A 


missing 


io:i7 


^|o 


M" Ma« » 








VtoXii. 


-if 


— A 


missing 




Ui. )i>l Na W 


HI >»l» Ul! ) 


= P 


missing 


10.30 


wlce) ,JL. 


= A 


,A-aI 


missing 


ii:33 


•Mi^^ai^ oaJI 


..M..I JeU 


missing 
except ..so^l 


missing 


ii;36 


om. 


M 


= A 


missing 


13:36 


M 


1^1 


-A 


missing 


13:35 


^w^alk 


v-^ 


= P 


missing 




^'r-'i^ 


b>^Pt 


^««y »! 


missing 




U»». ^.^ 


s"->H 


Im^ 


missing 


13:8 


n 


N 


= A 


missing 


13:9 


om. 


l>k 


= A 






j.,^^, 


J^v,-i«. 


= A 






-1 


= A 


^0 




13:10 


'#• 


e«i 


= A 






M 


om. 


= A 




I3:n 


J~ 


^'t* 


^j . . . ^ 






-"V^K' 


v°»-^' 


= P 






,£jaj 


VoA. 


= A 






V="l 'T^ t» 


V="l 'T^ V"l 


= A 




13:14 


S^di 


= A 


om. 






^-i^^ v"»> 


V**^ \"i^ 


= A 






-c--%"^' 


^"^^^e*"* 


= A 






..•^M 


v*-N?i 








,^lk 


.oM,:— 


= A 


missing 




V— ^ ^oZJl, 1 


,a_**.i» \ 


= A 


missing 
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14:2 1^4 


U0I 


= A 


missing 


14:3 (twice) \A 


M 


= A 


missing 


^\ 


-•Io>A-I 


= A 




14:23 ^A-H.^ 


= A 


= A 


Ml 14 


tW*^ 


= A 


^^ 


r^ 


1 4 : 27 -i«j 


om. 


om. 


om. 


15:11 t^a^S 


^aa-^ 


= P 


missing 


(several times) 








1 g : 36 Ual^T 


)L«U; 


missing 


missing 


\a^i^ ftj^ 


ii«lTUB- 






20:13 ,yi»^ 


-ii-^ 


= P 


missing 


\^ 


U-1 


= P 


missing 


^olikOe) 




= P 


missing 



The comparison printed here shows that the text of Aphraates is in 
53 cases like that of P, in 91 =Ss, in 76 = Sc, and in a great many 
others di&erent from all three. 

Now, subtract from the number of cases where A = P all those 
cases where either Ss or Sc is missing, or both, and where one might 
reasonably suppose that the texts agreed with P and A. Subtract 
also those cases from P's number where either Ss or Sc is together 
with P^ A. Take into consideration all possible amount of free quo- 
tation, and the result is that in spite of it all there are enough 
passages left which show that Aphraates knew and used the Peshitto 
text of the four gospels. 

Apply the same process of subtraction, with the appropriate modifi- 
cations, to Ss and Sc, and the result is that Aphraates knew and used the 
text of both Ss and Sc in his quotations from the gospels. 

This is a rather remarkable and unexpected result of the compari- 
son, yet the proof is luce elarius. 

But how are we to explain this fact that Aphraates used the 
Diatessaron, the Peshitto, Ss, and Sc ? It may be that he had a text 
of the separate gospels which had combined the readings of Ss and 
Sc and P ; and for this the peculiarities in the text of Aphraates might 
lend at least a slender foundation. I mean such little matters as the 
frequent use of .^^t in A, which is not so often in P, Ss, Sc ; or the 
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very frequent use of ^ for other prepositions, e. g., X^^ , ^j_^, and _*; ; 
or the use of the plural where the other texts have the singular. But 
all these differences may be due to Aphraates' loose method of 
quoting passages. Moreover, the suggestion is only a conjecture, and 
cannot be substantiated. Perhaps some discovery may throw fresh 
light on this problem. 

The easiest solution seems to me something like the following : 
Aphraates, the bishop of the monastery of Mar Mattai, was an educated 
man. One may deny that he was a fine scholar ; that he was an earnest 
and diligent Bible student none will question who has read his 
homilies. If anyone, he must have known and used the text of the 
separate gospels. One has only to remember that the ground text of 
Ss was made already in the second century, and Sc certainly not later 
than 350 A. D., if not about 300 A. D. These two he evidently used 
privately for his Bible study. Now about the Peshitto. Suppose it 
had come into existence about his time (340 A. D.). As bishop he 
must have become at once familiar with the new work, be it that he 
met it on his visits in his diocese, where perhaps the priests might use 
it here or there, or be it that the translation was at once shown to him, 
the bishop, when it was completed. However that may be, his exten- 
sive use of it favors rather an earlier date for the origin of the Peshitto. 
We have, then, in Aphraates nothing else than this : a man who faith- 
fully studies the Bible in the Diatessaron as well as iu the three 
versions existing in his time, writes some homilies, and here, in quoting 
from memory (there is no doubt that he did that), quotes now from 
this, now from that text, apparently without being conscious that he 
is doing something extraordinary. 

This shows us very clearly that the text was not yet settled in the 
Syrian church. The church had not yet said : " This is our text, 
not that." We are still in the period of formation, and considerable 
fluctuation is seen. The strife for the supremacy of the text has not 
yet broken out openly, but it is about to do so ; the Diatessaron is no 
more exclusively used ; on the contrary, the separate gospels seem to 
have been made more use o& Which of the two parties is going to 
win ? If the separate gospels, which of the three will carry off the 
victory ? The answer we find in the next few decades, during which 
Bphraim wrote. 

/, 7^e Gospels in Ephraim. 

Rev. F. K. Woods has collated the quotations of Ephraim, 
and published the results of his investigation in the Stuita BibUca et 
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Eceksiastica (Oxford, 1891), Vol. Ill, pp. 105 &., under the title, 
" An Examioation of the New Testament Quotations of Ephraem 
Syms." Since he has given the variations from the Peshitta, etc., in 
foil on pp. 1 30 ff., "Quotations from the New Testament in Ephraem 
Synis compared with the Feshitta," etc., I refer to that comparison as 
the basis of the following assertions, though the conclusions of his 
article diSer from my own. 

First of all, it is at once plain that Ephraem knew and used the 
Diatessaron. He wrote a commentary on it, as we know, fiesides, 
the many passages given in Mr. Woods' list where combinations of the 
different gospels are found to show the same. There can be no doubt 
that he used the Diatessaron. But it is also clear that he did not use 
it frequently in his other works outside of the commentary on it. 
Host of his quotations are taken from the Peshitta. That was his 
main text. One sees at once that he uses it much more than Aphraates 
did. But P was not the only, though the principal, version from which 
he quoted. There are citations whose text is like Sc and Ss, and differ- 
ent from P. 

So is in Matt. 3:17 and 17:5 the curious reading of Ephraim 
-"- — ■— instead of | ■•'-■- - (P) found in Sc as well as in Ss. Similarly 
ai : 38 was cited from Sc or Ss, not from P. — Matt. 5 : 39 and Luke 
6:290 Ai^ taken from Sc, not from P, Ss ; so also Matt. 16:36, 
Mark 8 136, and Luke 9:25 }4J = Sc against P and Ss. — Luke 10: 24 
is quoted from Sc, not from P_ or Ss. — John i : 3 is as clear a case as 
one might wish to show that Ephraim used also Sc ; here Ephraim 
agrees in three points with Sc, while he differs in those points from P. 

Evidences for the fact that Ephraim used also Ss arc such passages 
as Matt. 10 :6 (Sc is wanting), where Ephraim omits with Ss against P 
Mr'^ut Aod Ss writes for «^); of P &l^?, Ephraim ^..Z^; .^ Matt. 
3o: 33 = Mark 10:38, where P has ^b^U- M^ tf^'^T' P (io both 
passages), Sc agrees with P in Matt. 30 : 33, is missing in Mark 10 : 38, 
but Ss writes is both passages exactly like Ephraim ^u| „i\ . p 
,eU) ^ "^t* M^' — Luke 11 : 3, P = Sc, but Ephraim omits with Sc 
U^ASf. Also the best Greek MSS. omit fuimr i h roiC «{paMiTc. — 
In John 17:11 (Sc wanting) Ss writes with Ephraim .^e) , P )a| , though 
' adding with P X^^^a, which Ephraim omits ^ but Ss inserts, just as 
Ephraim, before ^ the word -jsa . 

These passages make it clear that Ephraim used, besides his 
Peshitta text, also the Curetonian and Sinaitic texts. It may be that 
be had a text which combined the readings of all three texts, such as 
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we see it, for instance, in Luke 14 : 31, where he combines the reading 
of P, Ss, Sc, and reads both (F) ni.su. \i-^\ (Ss, Sc). Or it may be 
that he read all three texts side by side, and in quoting from memory 
used now this, now that text. 

It is not at all necessary that Ephraim knew the differences 
between the Syriac and Greek texts, or that he had a Greek text before 
him. All the quotations are easily accounted for by attributing them 
to these three, or better four, sources, T, P, Ss, Sc. 

We see that even in Ephraim the text of the gospels is not yet 
settled. He still uses the Diatessaron, but it is no longer the main 
text. The victory in the battle between the two sets of texts, the 
harmony and the separate gospels, has turned toward the tatter. 
Still, the final step is not yet taken. The one is not absolutely 
defeated, the other not yet alone in the field. No final decision is 
reached as yet. 

And between the three texts of the separate gospels the relative 
positions are different now. Aphraates uses more Ss and Sc than P, 
but Ephraim quotes far more from P than from Ss and Sc combined. 
Ss and Sc are still used by him, are still influencing his citations, but 
his main text is P. fiut also here, though there is a strong tide in 
favor of P, a decision is not yet reached. But what it will ultimately 
be is already clear. Ephraim points too clearly the way to be mis- 
leading. 

11. THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES AND THE EPISTLES. 

/. In the Doctrina Addai. 

The Doctrina Addai speaks of the Acts of the Apostles and the 
epistles as follows : " But the law, and the prophets, and the gospel, 
which ye read every day before the people, and the epistles of Paul, 
which Simon Peter sent us from the city of Rome, and the Acts of the 
twelve apostles, which John, the son of Zebcdce, sent us from Ephesus ; 
these books read yc in the churches of Christ, and with these read not 
any others, as there is not any other in which the truth that ye hold is 
written, except these books, which retain you in the faith to which ye 
have been called." (P. 44.) 

There are no quotations made either from the Acts of the Apostles 
or from the epistles of Paul, a fact which is in harmony with the pur- 
pose of the book. The catholic epistles and the Revelation are not 
included in the canon of the church. 
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The bearing of the quotations on the history of the canoD may better 
be discussed tinder the reconstruction of the history of the canon later 
on. Here it suffices to have quoted the testimony and the extent of 
the canon as given in the Doctrina Addai. 

2. In Aphraatts. 

Aphraates quotes from the Acts of the Apostles several times. Of 
Paul's epistles he quotes Romans, i and > Corinthians, Galatians, 
Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, i ThessaloDians, i and 3 Timothy, 
and Titus ; the letter to the Hebrews is also cited as Pauline through- 
out. He does not cite z Thcssalonians and Philemon. There is no 
trace of the catholic epistles and the Revelation. The passages cited 
by Wright as referring to i Peter 4:18 and i John 3 : 34 i 4^5 have 
been shown by Zahn not to refer to those passages. In the first pas- 
sage it is a citation from " Solomon " (Prov. 1 1 : 31); the other citation 
is evidently taken from the gospel of John, and not from the epistle. 
Strangely enough, Parisot and Gwynn still maintain, with no ground 
that he uses t John, and they infer from it his use of the rest. 

The extent of his canon as regards Acts and the epistles of Paul 
is the same as that of the Doctrina Addai. He quotes a good deal 
from them, most of his quotations being from i Corinthians. 

Whether Aphraates' epistle text is the same as that of the Peshitta 
or not is a question which we must now seek to answer. The Peshitta 
has, in addition to the epistles of Paul, also the epistle of James, i 
Peter, and i John, which Aphraates has not. Is his epistle text, in spite 
of this, the same as that of the Peshitta, which might not yet have had 
these epistles in Aphraates' time, or is it different ? This necessitates 

A Comparison of tk4 Aeti and Epistles in Aphraates with those of the Peshitta. 

Acts 14:23, A )U^ l^s^^^^lS' P ^^ UsImIs. The Greek has SiA 
ToXASv 0Ai^<av = A. — 19:3, A -■■-v^'' .^^a^} e^)o -'j "^ '■7 mU]* 
nfi^), P nfi->7a:alJ.AS ^r^ol^ ^r>r^1 ^^T"^ lUoso. 

Rom. [ ; 3, 4. A (introduced by vjiX t**^*^) >o-i^ ^te 1--"^ x«a»; 
|.A>ja^f I— oj« pto* fi-kS* t^) ^e )oai , P ^^ i.ttia ^i^At o« ^^ ^^ 

^*- - - )■>-'-' Thequotation isfree.but Inthe mainthereisagreement. There 
is a diSereace between |mi >a*iSn ^ and j""" f^^! ^"d in )^to^ 
tA.Mf* and -^^jA .^^^. And here it is to be noticed that the Greek 
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Ta«fMvov could be traDslated either way, and also that the reading of l^e^ 
I^jaa; is a more literal translalion of the Greek mri ^vcv/ia dyiMtranp than 
the reading of P ^b«-e '^10;^ .- — 5:14, Aphraates read here a dififerent text 
from P. He omits at first the phrase, " in the likenets of the transgression of 
the law of Adam," and affixes vs. 12, "so that it [death] has also come over 
all men, as it has come over Adam." But a few lines later he says in sum- 
ming up : "Also over those who did not sin did death reign because of the 
transgression of the law of Adam ;" which shows, taken in connection with 
the first quotation, that the Greek lui ry ttfiotw^n was differently translated. 
— 7:$, A reads l^jBSf = "carnal;" P reads I^uas = "in the flesh;" A omits 
^.k^ and kva^la;. A reads \pat3, P XU. So A translates: "When we 
were carnai, the passions of the sins were active in our members, so that 
we were [or became] fruits for death." P = " When we were m tkt fiesk, the 
passions of the sins which are through the law were active in our members 
that we should bring fruits unto death." The Greek has tv rg aapKi as P, 
but some MSS. have rg oupxC. The th r« naftwo^of^viu ry BiuiiTf may 
have been differently translated.^ — 8; 9a, A reads .^d^, P a-jr : A (^^ 
l----^- P }ai^j «■>«»; A £^1, P 1^:«^.— 8:9^, A, "the Spirit of Gim/," 
but P, "the Spirit of CArii/," thus reversinf^ the order of vss. Quand 9^. This 
again is paralleled by other Greek MSS. 

I Cor. 1 : 27-30, A adds mld ; A tn^^ . P l'-''^'-; ■^ataoifa . — 1 : 3S, 
A )hs^° l±««a4 .i;*M« , P IviSsn ^enAMia^ ; «^ iff ; A | .NiaWi , 
p ] ■v.»v^v« . — 1 : 2q, A )3i^ >-e , P .«aia^-« . Most Greek MSS. = A, 
but some = P Jranrunt avmr. — I : 30, A ^fiJt oiUef , F ^^ ,ofiJ) -^ 
I -- - - *-- ^OpAaS .oU) ati^ . In vs. 30 A seems to be a more concise render- 
ing of the Greek l£ airrm Si vfuis I'm, while P is more intent here to 
give the Greek construction. — 3:16 (three times), "Ye are the temple of 

God, and the Spiril of Christ dwells in you," | —; o^oto, P ai^uAa 

I«-^?.— 7:26. A Ua:^:^, P \^Xi. [A ,^u^. P — fl-j]; A -.Ji:^, 
P \t\ ""^ Both A as well as P are attempts to render into Syriac the 
Greek &^ t^v bvar&mv ia6.yKtfv. — 9 1 5, A \^ , P )ZU| Ifii^ . Aphraates 
adds k^ Pe %* ^^^ D )))• The reading of A, "wives," yuvauoK iitslead 
of the more common reading oScX^ijv 'jo'i'^'^ which is represented by P, 
is paralleled, as is well known, by other witnesses; ef. Tischendorf, ad loc. — 
10: 27, A adds Y ''•n^ "ff : many others, m Starvav ; A }o|jn, P >a*» Jii^ ; 
A omits InfviV P«.— iz;3i, A lia..^ t&Sflate t^, P }ib,^£io} ImM-— 
15 : u. A ^lo^Ao ,aa/nlVti« sxn )L|.o, P <^)e IfiiiBi ^1«ra '^a |nt|» 
^aa^ftTml .m .— 1 5 : 40 (twice), A M£>i mi ^-^-lo |i Vi » n ? \^ eai ^H*H ■ 
P )-aiSt ]f^ t-o iL,id^ \^ A-o.— 15:36-38, A m M -v*!? ]W1 tla" 
I^ U?t* W lauaa:^ ptl^? aw »*] )ow P M x*i» iOfic e«e :^- P 4i« 
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«l£^{ Ua4 n^^ 'A^)^ <^ •"'^■- ^f |<n^ loilk ..SA^Ue, P omits 
p>^ , reads P J for P) , for --'■■'-- — fonP , (mm^^ r'^^f \r-^ mi Ion )] 
h^ \^ , omits 1^ , IfifA for l^r^ • ^*^'^! '<" «t-^^? . ^mu foi > ■nNv , 
omits f^}^. transposes vss. 38(1 and 38^. — 15:51 {three times), A ,^^? 
tA^U ^s )) P) ^JH , P -'^ - " * ^} ^L» ^ fJ ^e o^ . Aphraates 
agrees with Cod. Ht , nivrts Ktn^tfirfl^p'^da^ ov nivm Jtt dAAay^mfMAi, while 
Pesbitta is in agreement with the other Greek MSS.. which read murct ov 
Katii^g9i)v6fu0a, nivTK Si iXXii,yijiraiit$a. — 15 : 54. A ^ -|' -■' ]'f^ ^lojUe 
h »tl -ni >ol-oe, P U.«l 1^ ^il^ )-*--' ||^ Vt)^.— 15 :55, A )^; 
l^oio f-^a^l ''01 , P %a.k» -^aZaa} ■^at La^|e . A's reading is the regular 
mw ffoii Harare to fuc«, but P's reading is also found, *oO 4 vJioj irw 0«Cmr<. 

3 Cor. 5 ; 3> A %4^ -i^&aJ P ^^t'lS; l:>e ^? ^e&^l? , P l:>c> ..aI PI 
\i4^ ^^ --"^ *' ' ""^^ — 5:21, A second person plural, P first person 
plural; A fai^ilk I^um;]. P 1<»^? ]JaA*i\.— t):6. A ^ \i,i\ pai;, P 1^ 
^ ^? : A t^gMJ , P }^ ; A ^> , P — ; A ]!)j,ias ^ , P l^slukc ^1 . 
This last difference is attested by other texts also. 

Gal. 3; 1 1. A y^it)^ P -^t \Mai^ ^-^?' ^ "^ '-^n\^ ^^? V} 
1- ^ 2a^ 1"*^ ^ " — 5:12, A ^oAn ^to.^^ a^e.^ic ^j ■^oL^]f 

lOA^ ^_iiiViw ^^Ik^ , P ^nnwl ^kOAle ^} omits ^iL.il . 

The Greek dvoKofovnu is understood by Aphraates in the same way as it 
was understood by Chrysostom and Theophytact, "utinam genitalibus 
ezscindantur illi qui vos conturbant." {C/. Bert, p. 177.) — 6: 1, A Vte^U, 
P >e^*W. 

Eph. 3 : 6 (twice), A ,_aa1* . P aIb:^ ^^.jla . 

I Thess. 4:17, A ^ASr*! A^teP ^ •- '^ ^"r* )— °— >!1 ^•'^- " ■— ') , 
P \iii>£> }jj^ ^eaiAol .^i^Li ^' - - - : ^-^b-titit r;f^ r^ ^^ne 
IHa ^!ni*op. 

1 Tim. 1:13, A 1«X .*1^ y^i9. P UL- Z| Pj. 

2 Tim. 3:16, A b,tem 1<n^; eoi l*«^;, P ^a&c^ 1^p^». 

Hebr. 4:4 (three times), A sL^} «&a* •^n I*--" 'V^a^ , P ^i'-' 
]n^7 n^^ """-^ 001 >&>« . — 11:1, A U^ \V ^^ l^ltf ^*^ '^W 
ii-joZy, P ^ ^^f* JUi. ^i \Saul ^oai:^ ,^-i« ^ M t^- >^t- 
— 13:13. A '"-P P j-^^r l^foi; Mu PI ■Aj.fljal P r-^1 r^- 

The comparison of the text of the Acts and the epistles which 
Aphraates used with the text of the Peshilta shows that on the whole 
these texts are closely related to each other. There are numerous 
instances where A ^ P. 
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But one cannot deny that Aphraates diSers in a good many 
passages from the Peshitta in such a way that the differences cannot 
be explained on the ground of inaccurate quotation, even if we allow 
all legitimate freedom for quotations from memory. For, strangely 
enough, quite frequently the variation in Aphraates can be found also 
in Greek texts. How could he, for instance, have gotten from the 
Peshitta that strange reading of i Cor. 15:51 which he quotes three 
times? He agrees with the t)est Greek MS., K> while Phas the ordinary 
reading. If the canon holds good here that the more difficult reading 
is the older and more original, then A has here an older text than P. 
Again in i Cor. ig : 55 A's reading is the regular reading of the Greek 
MSS., while P's is by no means so common. In i Cor. g : 5 both texts 
represent two different traditions of the Greek text. Besides these varia- 
tions there are different translations of the same Greek text, some occur- 
ring so often as to leave no room for the thought that this is an inaccurate 
quotation of A from P ; e. g., Hebr. 4 ; 9 (thrice); Eph. 3 : 6 (twice); i 
Cor, 15 = 40 (twice); a Cor. 5 : 18 (twice); and in one case at least the 
translation of a Greek word which Aphraates gives is also given by 
Crysostom and Theophylact, viz.. Gal. 5;ia AroKiJ^frorrat = "utinam 
genitalibus exscindantur," P = " utinam praescindendo praescin 
dantur." 

All this points to a different text of the Acts and the epistles from 
that of P. The difficulty is that we have no other text. But there is 
no reason to t)elieve that Aphraates knew Greek, and that he used a 
Greek MS. alongside of his Peshitta text. There must have been at 
least one different text from P for Acts and epistles ; the case of the 
gospels would thus be paralleled. To my mind there is no doubt in 
regard to this. 

Can we express any opinion as to the relation of this text to that of 
P? It used a different Greek text as its basis — that is plain from the 
preceding. Perhaps such passages as Acts 19:3, where A has, "Are 
ye baptized?" P = "With what are ye baptized?" a Tim. 3; 16, A = 
" Everything which is in the Spirit of God" P = " Every writing which is 
written by the ^irit of God; " Rom. 1:3, 4, A |«n , P ^'---'1 ; i Cor. 
1:30; I Cor. 10:27, where A. adds (with others) <tt Jclnw, so as to 
make the Greek term xoXcf more intelligible to the Syrians ; i Cor. 
1 5 : 40 ; 15: 36-38 ; a Cor. 9 : 6 — permit us to say (though only tenta- 
tively) that the Aphraates text had a more primitive and natural style, 
not so concerned to express the fine shades of difference in theology as 
P, e. g., 2 Tim. 3 t 16 ; Rom. 5 : 14. 
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3. Ephraim. 

While Aphraatcs used only the Acts of the Apostles and the epistles 
of Paul, includiog among them the epistle to the Hebrews, Ephraim 
uses also the catholic epistles and the Revelation, so that he quotes from 
every New Testament book that is in our Bible. Now, the Peshitta did 
not contain all of them ; it omitted 2 and 3 John, 2 Peter, and Revela- 
tion. Where Ephraim quoted these passages from is a question. It 
may be that he quoted them from a Greek MS., but it is much more 
probable that already in his time there were translations of these books 
current, though they were not taken into the canon of the New Testa- 
ment. 

But, leaving these quotations alone, one naturally asks ; Are 
Ephraim's quotations from the other books which are in the Peshitta 
like the text of P, or different from it ? 

Again I refer here to the collation made by Rev. F. H. Woods in 
Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastiea, Vol, III, pp. 132 ff. 

What strikes one first of all is the fact that in the main Ephraim 
quotes from the Peshitta. There are, however, also in Ephraim 
instances where he has a different translation of the same Greek text, 
e. g., Eph. 4 ; 3 ; 2 Cor. 7:2; Eph. 3 : 19. But they are not so fre- 
quent as in Aphraates. 

There arc also a few references in which Ephraim's variation is 
supported by Greek MSS., and he has therefore had a text which 
used a difierent Greek text from P. 

Acts 5:41, E I" --*- tet— e. P ,oiK.,i,DfA : £ nloA., P \i,aA,. "The 
first variant agrees with the Greek &irh vpotria^tm toB mivcSpitfir, the second 
it supported by Origen, the £thiopic, and a few very late Greek cursives." 
(Woods.) 

3 Cor. 5:31, E ^^^■. P ^u&::>4:0: A ^&:::>ji^, but also = P, Greek 
intip ^fMV. 

Gal. s : 23, E the singular m^irot = Greek, P Kopuroi. 

The variants are few and not as significant as those of Aphraates. 
Nevertheless, the influence of another version than the Peshitta cannot 
be denied. But that influence is not half so strong as in Aphraates. 
The Peshitta text, as in the gospels, so also for Acts and epistles, is 
gradually gaining the upper hand, and it cannot have taken long before 
it stood, if not alone, yet supreme in the field. 
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It will be well to compare at this point the extent of the ditEerent 

The Extent of the Canon of the Doctrina Addai. 

1 . The Diaiesearon. 

2. The Acts of the Apostles 

3. The epistles of Paul, probably without the epistle to the Hebrews. 
There is no trace of I, 3, 3 John, i and 3 Peter, James, Jude, and Revelation. 

The Extent of Aphraates' Canon. 
I. The four gospels in the Diatessaron and the separate gospels. 
3. The Acts of the Apostles. 
3. The epistles of Paul, iacluding the epistle to the Hebrews. 

There is no trace of 1, 3, 3 John, i and 3 Peter, James, Jude, and Revela- 

The Extent of the Canon of the Pesiitta. 

1 . The four gospels. 

2. The Acts of the Apostles. 

3. The epistles of Paul, including the epistle to the Hebrews. 

4. The catholic epistles, ! Peter, 1 John, James. 

The Peshitta omits 1 Peter, 3 and 3 John, Jude, and Revelation. 

The Extent of Efikraim's Canon. 
1-4 is like the Peshitta, but be cites also from 3 and 3 John, 3 Peter, Jude, 
and Revelation. 

111. CANONICITV. 

Now it will be asked : Did Aphraates regard these New Testament 
books really as canonical, or does he simply refer to them ? Had he 
really 3.facedNew Testament canon t 

There can be no doubt about this. In fact, we do not expect any- 
thing else, if we remember that he lived in the fourth century. But that 
might, perhaps, not be decisive in the Syrian church, which at Aphraates' 
lime had scarcely existed two centuries. Aphraates, however, uses the 
entire Bible, the Old and the New Testament, as the court of final appeal. 
There is no difference for him in authority ; he has no grades of inspira- 
tion or canonicity. The New Testament stands on the same level as 
the Old Testament. He uses the same formulas of introduction in 
citations from the Old Testament and the New Testament. Mostly, of 
course, he uses for the Old Testament the form : " The prophet sajrs, " 
"David says," "Me speaks in the prophet," "The living mouth speaks 
in the prophet," "It is written," "The Scripture testifies," " He says in 
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the Scripture," He introduces eighty-six quotations from the Old 
Testament, with, "It is written." For the gospels his introductory 
phrases are mostly, " Our Lord says," but also " The Seriphtre says " 
(Bert, p. 145)1 "The Lord writes (p. 60), "The King has written us 
thus" (p. a 15). "He has written us beforehand" (p. 346), "Jesus, who 
is called your teacher, has written you " (p. 329), " // is written for you 
in the Word" (p. 330). There are fifteen citations from the gospels 
which he introduces with, "It is written." Statements like these leave 
no doubt that the book is referred to; that not only the words of Jesus 
are canonical, but the gospels containing those words. 

From the Acts of the Apostles he quotes only four times, intro- 
ducing the citations with, "Our Redeemer says," also "The blessed 
apostles proclaim," "The Acts of the twelve apostle's tell us about 
this," "The preaching of the twelve apostles testifies to us;" which 
shows that the book itself is referred to. 

The epistles of Paul are, almost all of them, introduced by, "The 
apostle says." Never mentioning Paul's name in an introductory 
phrase, he regards Paul as the apostle car' ^x^v. Once only a letter 
as such is referred to by name : "The blessed apostle writes in the 
first epistle to the Corinthians and says" (p. 10). But he has also 
four quotations introduced with the formula, "It is written": i Tim. 
I L9 (p. 3i); I Cor. 6; 5, "Again in another letter it is* written;" 2 Cor. 
6: 16 (p. 274); Gal. 6 : 6 {p. 368). Two quotations are not counted 
here which may be just as well from the Old Testament as from 
Rom. 4 : 3. 

Aphraates had, then, a fixed New Testament canon, which stood on 
the same level of authority as the Old TesUment. And in this New 
Testament canon he distinguishes no degrees of authority; all the 
books are on the same plane. 

The question which now faces us is : What is the principle on which 
Aphraates bases his canontcity t It is not necessary to inquire what is 
the principle of the Doctrina Addai and Ephraim, because Aphraates 
is a true representative of the whole Syrian church, which they are not. 
He is no acute theologian, who can draw hairsplitting distinctions ; 
he is a thoroughly practical man, with a good deal of common-sense. 
His principle of canonicity will, therefore, be the principle of the 
whole church. Of course, we have to remember that he received his 
canon from the church, and would therefore accept it because it was 
generally accepted in the church. But his principle was therefore not 
the traditional. There is no hint of such a principle in his writings. 
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Why does be regard the gospels as canonical ? Because they con- 
tain the words of our Savior. This appears over and over again. 
Nearly all of his quotations are, as already remarked, introduced by, 
"The Lord" or "Our Savior says." He does not think at all of an 
apostolic basis. The writers of the gospels are for him a matter of indif- 
ference ; not even once is a single name of the evangelists mentioned. 
Parisot says he mentions John, but everyone who notices the quota- 
tions will see that this is not John the evangelist, but John the Baptist. 

Why does he regard the epistles of Paul as canonical ? Because 
they contain the words of the inspired apostle. Here also, his cita- 
tions are almost always prefaced with, "The blessed apostle says." 

Why does he regard the book of Acts as canonical ? Because it is 
the mouthpiece of the twelve apostles ; they speak in that book. 

The principle of the canonization of the gospels is : Christ speaks 
in them ; of the epistles : the inspired apostle Paul speaks in them ; 
and of the Acts; the twelve apostles speak in them. 



Now at last are we ready to turn to a reconstruction of the history 
of the New Testament canon in the Syrian church. 



The earliest phases in the history of the New Testament canon in 
Syria are still veiled in darkness. However, the discovery of the Sina- 
iticus makes it plain that there was a great deal of activity displayed in 
the early Syrian church in regard to the text of the New Testament, or, 
better, of the gospels. It is probable that the two texts, Ss and Sc, are 
only specimens or representatives of other texts. The relative inde- 
pendence of these two texts leads one to think that there must have 
been made many translations of the gospels, which were more or 
less independent of each other. As more churches were built in the 
different towns and villages, the desire, the necessity, was felt to have a 
copy of the gospels, at first not for private use, but for the common 
worship in the church. They could not use the Greek originals ; 
theyneeded a Syriac translation. How many texts there were we shall 
probably never know. I do not think that there is one type of the 
Old Syriac text ; there must have been many. The task, therefore, will 
be to determine which of them is the oldest text. But we must not 
think that that oldest text was in general use in the entire church. 
Other texts slightly younger were probably used by others as the church 
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grew. They were, then, not copies from the Old Syriac, but difierent 
translations. But all this must, in the nature of the case, be a matter of 
coDJectnre. It is founded only on the relative independence of the 
two texts represented by Ss and Sc, and also of P. Again, we can say 
with no great amount of certainty, but with a good deal of plausibility, 
that at first not all the four gospels had been translated, but probably 
only one, then two, then three, then four. They were current in this 
single form. This is indicated by the different order in which the 
gospels stand in Ss and Sc. It is also very likely, as Professor J. Ren- 
del Harris has shown, that an account of the passion was in existence 
in harmonistic form. This would be very natural, considering how 
great an emphasis the early Christians laid on the death of Jesus Christ, 
almost to the exclusion of the lite which he lived in Palestine. 

But we are on the ground of mere conjecture, however plausible 
and natural it be, until we come to the Sinaiticus. That is, as we have 
seen, the oldest form of the gospels of the Syrian church which we have 
in our possession. The Greek text which underlies it belongs evidently 
to the first half of the second century ; of it the remark of Credner 
about Codex Bezse, to which, as we have seen, this text is closely 
related, holds good : 

Verinderucgen wie diese konnten in der katboliachen Kirche nur bis 
um die Mine des zweiten Jahrhunderts mit dem Text der Evangelien vorge- 
nommen wetden, denn nach dieser Zeit bat die Bebauptung eines gflltlichen 
Urspnings der neuiestamentlicben Schriften in derselbeo allgemeiae Aner- 
kennuDg gefunden. Dieses Dogma ISsst keine solcbe Behaodlungsweise des 
Textes mebr zu, wie dieselbe mit dem Teite unserer Handschrift vorgenoro- 
men ist. Dann wUrde unserer Handschrift ein Text aus dem zweiten Jabr- 
hnndert zu Grunde liegen. 

The same holds also good of Sc; but we shall speak of that later. 
The translator of Ss was faithful to his original ; but his aim was to 
give a good, forcible, and popular translation ; he did not want to 
sacrifice the good Syriac to a very literal translation of the Greek. 
There are, then, in his translation certain minor points where he trans- 
lates freely, just as we should expect from him. For him the substance 
was the main thing, and deep reverence for the letter is not one of his 
characteristics, which does by no means reflect on the faithfulness of 
his translation, but is nevertheless a sign that the books as such were 
not yet regarded as canonical. 

Now, a few years later, about 173-5 A. D,, Tatian made his 
Diatessaron, and it took at once possession of the field. It can easily 
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be understood that it should be used more than the separate gospels. 
It was much more conveoient (or the common people, and also for the 
reading in the church services, than the separate gospels. Moreover, 
it will be remembered that Christianity was at first only the religion 
of a minority; but with Abgar III., 176-213 A. D., it became the 
national religion. This great change coincided, then, with the origin 
of the Diatessaron. And it is due to this fact, in addition to its con- 
venience, that it became the gospel book of the Syrian church, and that 
the separate gospels had to give way. This was, however, possible only 
on two conditions : (i) that the four separate gospels were not yet estab- 
lished by long use, which is quite in harmony with the result of our 
investigation; it was madeabout 160-70 A. D., perhaps between 150- 
70 A. D. ; {2) that there was not yet a conception of the canonicity 
of the books as such. If that idea had already been present, such a 
substitution would have been impossible. 

There can, however, be no doubt that even after the introduction 
of the Diatessaron the four separate gospels were used alongside of 
the harmony, especially by the educated classes, though probably not 
in the church services. That the separate gospels had adherents is seen 
to the fact that after the introduction of the harmony the Curetonian 
gospels were translated. They are later than the Diatessaron, but they 
cannot be much younger ; that the underlying Greek text shows. The 
origin of this text was due to the desire to have the separate gospels in 
a text which corresponded more closely with the Diatessaron. It can 
hardly be much later than 200 A. D. And then, about one hundred 
years later, there is another text current in the Syrian church, as we see 
from Aphraates. The separate gospels had enough adherents during all 
this time. 

But still the main text was the Diatessaron. And now it may be 
laid down as a fact that at the end of the second century the Syrian 
church used as a church only the Diatessaron of Tatian, and this was, 
I have no doubt, already regarded as canonical about the year 300 
A. D. And that for the following considerations : 

It is natural to assume that the development of the idea of the 
canon in the Syrian church should follow on the whole the line which 
is followed in the Graeco-Roman church. Now, there the first thing 
that was regarded as authoritative or canonical was the words of Jesus 
Christ, no matter whether they were handed down in oral or in written 
form. When the gospels had been written, they were not regarded as 
authoritative, but simply the words of Christ which they contained ; 
not the books, but the words of Christ, were canonical. 
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As time passed on, and there was no longer an oral tradition on 
irtiich the church could rely, it was quite natural that the written gos- 
pels should increase in dignity. Now not only the words, but also the 
deeds of Jesus Christ are regarded with interest, from which it was 
only one step to regard the whole contents, or the gospels themselves, 
as authoritative. Of course, the ground of the authority of the books 
lay ultimately in the fact that they contained the words of Christ. But 
there were quite a number of gospels ; how to distinguish those which 
were more authoritative from the others wa£ the great question. All 
reported the words of Christ, however they might differ in other 
respects. It took quite a long time till our four gospels were regarded 
as exclusively canonical. And what was the test applied f Why were 
they regarded as canonical and others not 7 Because they were written 
by apostles and apostolic men. Apostolicity became the principle of 
canon tcity. 

It is significant for the history of the canon of the New Testament 
In the Syrian church that they started at once with our four gospels ; 
they had not to pass through that long process through which the 
Grasco-Roman church had to go, and which ended by limiting the 
number of the gospels which should be used in the churches to our four 
gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Thus the unknown trans- 
lator of the Sinaiticus translated these four ; Tatian compiled these 
four, and no others ; Sc and P are translations of these only. No mat- 
ter how often the gospels may have been translated into Syriac, no 
matter how many copies there may have been of single gospels in the 
Syrian church, there is absolutely no evidence that the Syrians have 
ever bad in these early times apocryphal gospels. They did not need to 
separate other gospels from these four canonical gospels. That had 
been done already for them by the Grseco-Roman church. They 
inherit at once the result of a long struggle. 

This explains why the Syrian church has the much more primitive 
and natural principle of canonicity, and is at variance with the entire 
Grseco-Roman church in this point. It regards these writings as 
authoritative because they contain the words and deeds of Jesus. 
It does not attach any importance whatever to the persons of the 
writers of the gospels. Aphraatcs, as late as 340 A. D., does not even 
once mention the name of one of them, llie words and life of Jesus are 
their basis of authority ; no matter who has written the reports of 
them. That they are a reliable source their universal acceptance by 
the Grxco-Roman church had shown. 
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Bearing this in mind, we do not expect a long development. The 
gospel canon must soon become fixed. At about 200 A. D. they 
would say, "As it stands wr'tten in the gospel," meaning by "gospel" 
the book. 

We see, then, that at the end of the second or at the beginning of 
the third century the Syrian church had a very peculiar canon, such as 
no other church, so far as we know, had, viz., a gospel harmony, the 
Diatessaron of Tatian. To the truth of this statement the Doctrina 
Addai witnesses when it says that after Addai had for some time suc- 
cessfully labored in Edessa, "a large multitude of people assembled 
day by day and came to the prayer of the service, and to the reading 
of the Old and New Testament, of the Diatessaron " (p. 34). This 
shows that the Diatessaron was their first gospel canon. 

The next step in the development is indicated by the Doctrina 
Addai, when it says (p. 44) : " But the law and the prophets and the 
gospel, which ye read every day before the people, and the epistles of 
Paul, which Simon Peter sent us from the city of Rome, and the Acts 
of the twelve apostles, which John, the son of Zebedee, sent us from 
Epbesus, these books read ye in the churches of Christ, and with these 
read not any others, as there is not any other in which the truth that 
ye hold is written, except these books which retain you in the faith to 
which ye have been called." 

There is evidently a distinction made between the law and the 
prophets and the gospel on the one side, and the epistles of Paul and 
the Acts on the other side. The gospel and the Old Testament are read 
daily. But the epistles and Acts have come later, which is indicated 
here by the sentences, " which Simon Peter sent us from the city of 
Rome," "which John, the son of Zebedee, sent us from Ephesus." 
They are directed to read these books also in addition to the gospel 
and the Old Testament, which they are accustomed to read every day 
in the service. The Diatessaron is plainly put on the same plane with 
the law and the prophets. The epistles of Paul and the Acts, though 
also authoritative, are not yet on the same level. 

This is the first notice which we have about the epistles of Paul and 
the Acts of the Apostles in the Syrian church. 

When they were first translated we do not know. Zahn suggests, 
on the basis of a remark of Eusebius, that Tatian had translated them 
and given them to the church.* But if nothing else could be said 

i> Eusebius, Eeel. Hist.. IV, 39; "But th«y s&y that he [Tatiaa] ventured to 
paraphrase certain words of the apostle [Paul] in order to improve their style." 
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against this suggestion, one passage would seem to be conclusive, viz., 
the renderJDg of Rom. i : 3, which we find in Aphraates, "The apostle 
[by which always Paul is meant] witnesses: 'Jesus Christ was from 
Mary, from the ieed of the house of David, through the spirit of hoU- 
□ess.'" This passaj^e, which makes that doctrine, which was so 
obnoxious to Tatian, so clear, and develops it more strongly than the 
Greek, seems hardly to have been written by Tatian. Tatian, who did 
not shrink from omitting the genealogies and every passage which 
pointed to Jesus' Davidic descent, would certainly in his ficra^poiTtu of 
the epistles omit this reference, or, at least, would not make the doc- 
trine much clearer than it is in the original Greek. I recognize, of 
course, that Zahn suggests that this passage is taken from the apocry- 
phal letter of Paul to the Corinthians, on which Ephraim commented. 
But that cannot be proved. That Ephraim commented upon this 
third letter of Paul to the Corinthians is no reason to think that it was 
in his canon. There is no evidence that it ever formed a part of the 
canon of the Syrian church. Besides this, Zahn himself puts this sug- 
gestion under the head of " Problematisches." But the reference is 
plainly to Rom. i : 3. 

However, even if Tatian did not translate the letters of Paul, it 
must certainly have been done not very long after the translation of 
the gospels. It may have been fifty years, perhaps more. Just when 
it took place we cannot tell. The Doctrina Addai, however, which 
describes, as is commonly believed, the condition of the church as it 
existed in the period from about 200-350 A. D., would favor our pre- 
supposition that it was done about 230-50 A. D. Now, the question 
is : Can we rely absolutely on the statements of that document ? As 
regards the statement that the Old Testament and the gospel and the 
Acts and the epistles of Paul were read in the churches, there can be 
little doubt that this is correct. But can we rely on the statement that 
the epistles of Paul were sent by Peter from Rome ? Of course, Peter 
had nothing to do with it. He is introduced in accordance with the 
design of the writer to push the beginning of Christianity in Edessa 
back to the time of Jesus and his apostles. But can we infer from 
that statement that the epistles of Paul were imported from Rome 7 
I do not think that the question can be absolutely answered in the 
present state of our knowledge about the Syrian church. All that 
can be said is that it is highly probable, if we take into account 
the fact that the Syriac text is very closely related to the so-called 
" Western " text, agreeing with it in many points where all the other 
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texts differ. Moreover, the frequent intercourse between the two cities 
explains much. 

Now, if that be so, that the epistles of Paul were brought into the 
Syrian church from Rome, then we must conclude that the epistle to 
the Hebrews, which all Syrians regard as Pauline, was not in that col- 
lection. For at that time it was not regarded as Pauline in Rome. 
This is confirmed by the fact that the text of the Peshitta shows, as is 
generally accepted, marks which indicate that it was made by a different 
translator. Then the epistle to the Hebrews must have come in later. 
When that took place we again do not know. But about eighty or a 
hundred years later we find Aphraates using it as Pauline. He quotes it 
in the same way ss the other letters of Paul, and there is no trace that 
he knew that it was doubted elsewhere. The certainty with which he 
uses it as Pauline indicates that it must have been added to the Pauline 
collection not so very much later. Perhaps it came very soon after- 
ward, perhaps twenty or more years later than the other letters. All 
this is based on the assumption that the epistles of Paul were brought 
from Rome to Edessa. 

As soon as it can, however, be shown that the Syrian church 
received its Pauline collection, not from Rome, but from Alexandria, 
the argument falls to the ground, and we need not assume that the 
epistle to the Hebrews was ever wanting in the Sjrrian collection of 
Pauline tetters. But that is not proved yet, though it must be said 
that Aphraates' use of it would favor this theory; the tradition in the 
Doctrina Addai, the close relation between the Syrian and the Western 
text, and the difference of the translators point the other way. 

Did, then, the Syrian church in that time, 100-350 A. D., receive 
all the letters of Paul except Hebrews, and was none missing? 

The homilies of Aphraates would seem to indicate that not all the 
epistles were in his canon. He omits to cite Philemon and a Thessa- 
lonians. Now, Philemon is so small and of such a character that we 
are not surprised that he does not quote it. But why does he not 
quote a Thessalonians ? We have to remember that he does not quote 
BO very many passages from the epistles altogether, and his method 
of quotation does not warrant us in making the assertion that it was 
not in his canon, in the face of the fact that it was universally 
accepted in the Graeco-Roman church. We must, therefore, conclude 
that his failure to quote 3 Thessalonians was due to accident, and 
that the Syrian church received, indeed, all the Pauline tetters at that 
time. 
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When these epistles of Paul had been introduced they would 
undergo recensioDS, or there originated different translations of the 
epistles. Both these are seen in Aphraates and Ephraim. Certain 
passages show that the text, especially of Aphraates, was a more popu- 
lar and free translation, so that this would be an earlier stage of the 
Pe^itta text. Other passages show that there was a diSerent transla- 
tion from that of the Peshitta, because they are translations of different 
Greek readings. But since the bulk of the texts is the same, and the 
passages of this latter kind become much rarer in Ephraim, there is 
good reason to believe that both the Aphraates text and the Ephraim 
text mark simply two stages in the development of the Peshitta 
text. 

The Doctrina Addai speaks also about the Acts of the twelve 
apostles, which they are directed to read in the churches. Whence it 
came is not known; for nobody regards Addai's statement, that John 
sent it from Ephesus, as historic. When it came can only be guessed at. 
It seems to have come about the same time as Paul's epistles. How it 
came nobody can tell. But I point to the fact that it came quite as 
suddenly and quite as mysteriously into the canon of the Gneco- 
Roman church. 

To sum up, then, the development of the canon until 350 A. D. : 
There were originally the four separate gospels in use about 160-75 
A. D. These were supplanted by the more convenient translation of 
the Diatessaron when Christianity became the national religion. About 
BOO A. D. the gospel canon is fixed ; it is the Diatessaron. 

In the time 300-350 A. D. the epistles of Paul, except Hebrews, 
and the Acts of the Apostles came in. Soon afterward the epistle to 
the Hebrews was introduced and added to the Pauline collection. At 
338 A. D. we have the canon of the church comprising the Diatessa- 
ron of Tatian, the epistles of Paul, including Hebrews, and the Acts of 
the Apostles. Now, the whole method of Aphraates' quotation points 
to the fact that this canon was already for some time in existence. 
We should say, therefore, with a good deal of plausibility, that the 
Syrian church bad a fixed New Testament canon already about 300 
A. D., if not earlier. Of the catholic epistles and the Revelation there 
is no trace. 

Meanwhile there was another movement active in the church, dating 
back as far as the beginning of Christianity in Edessa, insignificant and 
small at first, but its victory was inevitable. It was stated above that 
when the Diatessaron took the place of the separate gospels there were 
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Still a good number of adherents of the old version. Thejr translated 
the Greek gospels again and again, On the church at large this had 
no influence at first; it used the Diatessaron. But the fact must be 
recognized that these men had on their side the unanimous consent of 
the Grseco-Roman church ; for nowhere else was a harmony used. 

I do not mean to say that they knew this, and that they endeavored 
to substitute the four separate gospels for the Diatessaron. But it 
had naturally to lead to such a step. 

The movement was well under way at the time of Aphraates. He 
quotes from the Diatessaron, but also very often, perhaps mostly, from 
the separate gospels. We can no more say, in his case, that the Dia- 
tessaron was his only gospel canon, because of his frequent quotations 
from the other gospels. The separate gospels were equally canonical 
for him, and, since he is a true representative of the church at large, 
also for the church. It could be only a question of time which form 
should ultimately prevail ; for that they would retain two different 
forms in their canon would be impossible as time went on. 

Ephraim still uses the Diatessaron, writing a commentary on it, but 
his quotations are mostly from the Feshitta. He seems to have used 
the Diatessaron more for his private use and for the arrangement of 
his lectures on the exposition of the gospels, though very probably it 
was also still used in the churches alongside of the four separate 
gospels. It was very natural that some would substitute the separate 
gospels in the form of the Feshitta about Ephraim's time; others 
would still use the Diatessaron. As always, so also here, there were two 
parties, the conservatives and the progressive liberals. Public opinion, 
however, strengthened by the unanimous action of the Graeco-Roman 
church, must have been in favor of the Feshitta. This is expressed in 
the order of Rabbuta, bishop of Edessa, 412-35 A. D., who says : 

Let ail the presbyters and deacons have a care that in all the churches 
there be provided and read a copy of the distinct gospels. 

And soon the final step is seen in the destruction of the remaining 
copies of the Diatessaron by Thcodoret, bishop of Cyrrus, 433-57 
A. D., who tells about it as follows : 

Taiian also composed the gospel which is called Diatessaron, cutting out 
the genealogies and whatever other passages show that the Lord was born of 
the seed of David according to the flesh. And not only did the members of 
bis sect make use of this work, but even those that follow the apostolic doc- 
trine, not perceiving the mischief of the composition, but using the book too 
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simply as an abridgment. And I myself found more than two hundted such 
books held id respect in the churches of our parts ; and 1 collected and put 
them all away and put the gospels of the four evangelists in their place. 

■With this we have reached the end of the development of the gospel 
canon in the Syrian church. The Peshitta held from now on the field ; 
it has never been supplanted. 

While this struggle of the gospels was going on, there was simul- 
taneously with it the development of the Acts of the Apostles and the 
epistles. When the epistles of Paul and the Acts of the Apostles had 
come into the Syrian church, they would soon be bound together with 
the gospels. Now, since there were two parties, the one would have in 
its volume the Diatessaron and the Acts and epistles of Paul, the other, 
the separate gospels and the Acts and epistles of Paul. 

It is very probable that their texts were different, the one set based 
on this MS. authority, the other on that. That would account for the 
differences in the quotations of Aphraates and Ephraim. Now, we 
have seen that Aphraates' canon did not contain more than the gospels, 
the Acts of the Apostles, and Paul's epistles, and we concluded that this 
was the church's canon, so that then the Peshitta was not yet complete. 
It must, however, be admitted that the fact that Aphraates did not 
quote from any of the other books contained in the Peshitta might 
be explained by saying that he relied for his citations on the official 
canon of the church, and did not want to cite as authoritative letters 
which were not familiar to all and not contained in the people's Bible ; 
so that this fact does not argue for the non-existence of these epistles in 
Syrtac form at his time. It is very well possible that they existed 
already in Syriac translations, but were not yet canonized. But did we 
not say that Aphraates' principle of canonicity for the epistles was 
apostolicity : the inspired apostle speaks in them, therefore are they 
authoritative ? Why did he, then, not accept these epistles of James, 
Peter (the first epistle), and John (the first epistle) ? Now, while this is 
perfectly true, we must not deny the influence of the general opinion on 
any man. He would certainly have no objection on the ground of his 
principle to accept these books into his Bible. But it would, perhaps, 
take some time for him, as well as for the whole church, to do so. They 
were so accustomed to regard Paul as the apostle par excellenu, so 
used to regard his word, besides Christ's, as atone authoritative, that 
such a change in this opinion could not be eflected in a short 
time. We have seen that the principle of canonicity of the Syrian 
church voices itself in Aphraates. Paul's epistles were accepted because 
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they were apostolic. Now, should it sootier or later be said that also 
other books were written by other apostles, who were just as eiDiaent, 
as Paul, the church would be inclined to accept them. There would 
be no reason, based on her principle, why she should not, and the fact 
is that she did, though not at once. The express prohibition in the 
Doctrina Addai, which was written about Aphraates' time, throws 
some light on this problem. " With these [the Old Testament, the 
gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, and the epistles of Paul] read not 
any others, as there is not any other in which the truth that ye hold is 
written, except these books, which retain you in the faith to which ye 
have been called." This remark points evidently to a time when the - 
attempt was made to introduce other books into the canon of the 
church. What these books were we do not know. But it seems a safe 
Conclusion that they were these three catholic epistles, i Peter, i John, 
and James. These had been translated and should be put into the 
canon. But as is always the case, there were men who were opposed 
to this, and to one of these opponents we owe that prohibition in the 
Doctrina Addai. 

The time referred to may be adequately fixed. The Dlatessaron 
was at that time the authoritative version for church use. This was 
before the time of Aphraates \ the epistles of Paul and the Acts were 
regarded as authoritative, which was also the case in Aphraates' time 
and earlier. Later than Aphraates it can hardly have been, because 
Ephraim already calls the Peshitta " our version," and quotes from 
these epistles. It cannot be much earlier than Aphraates, for in his 
Writings there is no trace of ttie catholic epistles, and no word is said 
about any attempt to introduce them into the canon. It may be that 
in his time, or, at the latest, very few years later (345-50 A. D.), the 
epistles were introduced into the canon. 

So much is certain: Ephraim knew them and quoted from them. 
But besides, Ephraim quotes also from a and 3 John, a Peter, Jude, and 
Revelation ; he knew, therefore, all the books of our New Testament 
la this he went farther than the Syrian church as a whole did. The 
Pesbitu, which marks the final step of the church's canon, receives only 
James, i Peter, i John ; the epistles of those three apostles could be 
classed with those of the great Paul ; it admitted no others. It is 
important to recognize that Ephraim is here out of line with the church 
at large. This finds its explanation in the fact that be traveled much 
and came in contact with the canon of the Constantinople church. 
Besides, it is an open question whether he quoted these books from the 
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Greek ot from already existing Syriac translations. At any rate, the 
church did not follow him. 

Perhaps a word should be said about his commentary on the 
apocryphal correspondence of Paul and the Corinthians. In the first 
place it should be noticed that it is not yet proved that this commeD- 
tary has been written by Ephraim. It may be an altogether later work. 
In the second place, even if Ephraim wrote this commentary, that 
does not prove that this apocryphal letter of Paul was in the canon of 
the Syrian church. There is no trace of it. And, then, Ephraim went, 
as we saw, farther than the church at large did. I am quite certain 
that it was not in the canon of the church. 

But the Peshitta with James, 1 John, and i Peter was rapidly grow- 
ing in the favor of the people. Ephraim differs very seldom from it ; it is 
called by him " our version." After him it must have been used almost 
exclusively, and when the Diatessaron was removed, the Peshitta was 
supreme. From the first half of the fifth century it reigns alone. 
Subsequent attempts to supplant it have failed. It is the version of the 
Syrian church. With this the history of the New Testament canon is 
completed in the Syrian church. Its development has taken a long 
time and is absolutely unique in the history of the New Testament. 
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